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PRELDimARY  REMARKS. 


The  following  is  the  prestace  to  a  pamphlet  sabmitted  by  me,  in  March 
last,  to  Congress: 

^^In  Mr.  Fillpiore's  second  annual  message,  in  a  passage  understood 
to  have  been  furnished  by  Mr.  Webster,  then  Secretary  of  State,  we 
are  told  that  ^  one  of  the  most  eminent  of  British  statesmen  said  in 
Parliament,  while  a  minister  of  the  Grown,  ^<  that  if  he  wished  for  a  guide 
in  a  system  of  neutrality,  he  should  take  that  laid  down  by  America  in 
the  days  of  Washington  and  the  secretaryship  of  Jefferson"^  and  we 
see,  in  fact,  that  the  act  of  Congress  of  1818  was  followed  the  succeed- 
ing year  by  an  act  of  the  Parliament  of  England  substantially  the  same 
in  its  general  provisions.' 

^'Of  the  same  period,  Mr.  Hall,  in  the  second  edition  of  his  work  on 
International  Law  (2d  ed.,  1884,  §  213),  thus  speaks:  ^  The  United  States 
had  the  merit  of  fixing  it  (the  doctrine  of  neutrality)  permanently.  On 
the  outbreak  of  war  in  Europe  in  1793  a  newly-appointed  French  min- 
ister, Mr.  Gen^t,  on  landing  at  Charleston,  granted  commissions  to 
American  citizens  who  fitted  out  privateers,  and  manned  them  with 
Americans,  to  cruise  against  English  commerce.  Immediate  complaint 
was  made  by  the  English  minister,  who  expressed  his  ^^  persuasion  that 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  would  regard  the  act  of  fitting 
out  those  privateers  in  its  ports  as  an  insult  offered  to  its  sovereignty." 
The  view  taken  by  the  American  Gk)vernment  was  in  fact  broader,  and 
Mr.  Jefferson  expressed  it  clearly  and  tersely  in  writing  to  Mr.  Gen^t. 
•  •  •  Taking  this  language  straightforwardly,  without  forcing  into 
it  all  the  meaning  which  a  few  phrases  may  bear,  but  keeping  in  mind 
the  facts  which  were  before  the  eyes  of  Mr.  Jefferson  when  he  penned 
it,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  duties  which  it  acknowledges  are  the 
natural  if  not  inevitable  deductions  from  the  general  principles  stated 
by  Bynkershoek,  Yatteh  and  De  Martens ;  and  there  can  be  as  litUe 
doubt  that  they  had  not  before  been  frankly  fulfilled.  •  *  *  The  policy 
of  the  United  States  in  1793  constitutes  an  epoch  in  the  development 
of  the  usages  of  neutrality.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  was  intended 
and  believed  to  give  effect  to  the  obligations  then  incumbent  upon 
neutrals.  But  it  represented  by  far  the  most  advanced  existing  opinions 
as  to  what  those  obligations  were;  amd  in  some  points  it  even  wentfurther 
than  authoritative  international  custom  has  up  to  the  present  time  a^anced. 
In  the  main,  however ^  it  is  identical  with  the  standard  of  conduct  which  is 
now  adopted  by  the  community  of  nations? 

"^The  United  States  of  Ajnerica,'  says  Sir  Robert  Phillimore  (1  Int. 
Law,  3d  ed.,  1879,  p.  555),  ^  began  their  career  as  an  independent 
oonntry  under  wise  and  great  auspices,  and  it  was  the  firm  determina- 
tion of  those  who  guided  their  nascent  energy  to  fulfill  the  obligations 
of  international  law  as  recognized  and  established  in  the  Christian 
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Gomfflonwealth  of  which  they  had  become  a  member.  They  were  sorely 
tried  at  the  breaking  oat  of  the  war  of  the  first  French  Eevolution,  for 
they  had  been  much  indebted  to  France  daring  their  contiict  with  their 
mother  coantry,  and  were  mach  embarrassed  by  certain  clauses  rehit- 
ing  to  privateers  in  their  treaty  with  France  of  1778;  bat  in  1793,  under 
the  Presidency  of  Washington,  they  put  forth  a  proclamation  of  neu- 
trality, and,  resisting  both  the  threats  and  the  blandishments  of  their 
recent  ally,  took  their  stand  upon  sound  principles  of  international  law, 
and  passed  their  first  neutrality  statute  of  1794.  The  same  spirit  in- 
duced the  Government  of  these  States  at  that  important  crisis  when 
the  Spanish  colonies  in  America  threw  oft*  their  allegiance  to  the  mother 
country,  to  pass  the  amended  foreign  enlistment  statute  of  1818;  in 
accordance  with  whichy  dufitig  the  next  year^  the  British  statute^  after  a 
severe  struggle^  and  mainly  by  the  great  powers  of  Mr,  Canning^  was  car- 
ried  through  Parliament'^ 

^^Sir  Eobert  Phillimore,  in  the  passage  last  quoted,  assigns  to  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  ^e  credit  of  establishing  liberal  and 
humane  principles  of  intemation^  law  at  two  great  epochs : — that  of 
the  first  French  revolutionary  war  during  the  administration  of  Wash- 
ington and  the  secretaryship  of  Jefferson,  and  that  of  the  reconstitution 
of  the  relations  of  the  great  powers  of  the  civilized  world  consequent 
uiK>n  the  overthrow  of  the  Spanish  supremacy  in  South  America,  and 
the  triumph  which  was  then  secured  to  liberal  principles  by  the  joint 
action  of  England  and  of  the  United  States  in  their  resistance  to  the 
projects  of  the  Holy  Alliance.  As  leader  in  the  first  of  these  epochs  of 
American  statesmanship  Mr.  Jefferson  is  entitled  to  the  pre-eminence, 
though  there  is  no  question  that  he  was  greatly  aided  in  coming  to  his 
conclusions  by  thecalm  wisdom  of  Washington.  Mr.  Monroe  was  Presi- 
dent during  the  second  of  these  epochs:  and  the  private  letters  to  and 
by  him  deposited  in  the  Department  or  State  show  that  he  was  aided 
in  reaching  the  positions  which  were  announced  by  his  administration 
in  this  relation,  not  merely  by  his  cabinet,  including  Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams, 
Mr.  Oalhoun,  Mr.  Wirt,  and  Mr.  Crawford,  but  by  Mr.  Jefferson  and 
Mr.  Madison,  whom  he  freely  and  constantly  consulted  as  to  each  step 
in  the  important  action  which  he  then  took  in  the  domain  of  inter- 
national law. 

<^But  it  is  not  in  these  two  epochs  alone  that  the  statesmen  of  the 
United  States  showed  commanding  ability  in  this  important  depart- 
ment both  of  statesmanship  and  of  jurisprudence.  I  do  not  desire 
to  refer  to  Secretaries  of  State  who  are  now  living,  or  who,  if  recently^ 
dead,  are  still  associated  with  immediate  political  affairs.  But  when 
among  those  who  filled  the  secretaryship  in  prior  days  we  look  back 
on  Madison,  on  Monroe,  on  John  Qnincy  Adams,  on  Clay,  on  Van 
Buren,  on  Edward  Livingston,  on  Forsyth,  on  Clayton,  on  Webster,  on 
Oalhoun,  on  Edward  Everett,  on  Marcy,  on  Buchanan,  on  Cass,  and  on 
Seward,  it  is  impossible  not  to  see  that  the  continuous  exposition  of  in- 
ternational law,  so  far  as  concerns  this  country,  fell  into  the  hands  of 
men  who  were  among  the  first  statesmen  and  jurists  of  their  age,  sin- 
gularly fitted  to  maintain  in  all  relations,  what  was  maintained  in  the 
two  relations  just  noticed,  the  leadership  in  the  formation  of  a  liberal 
and  humane  system  of  international  jurisprudence.  And  they  have 
ably  done  this  work.  I  am  not  unfamiliar  with  the  writings  on  inter- 
national law  of  foreign  statesmen  and  jurists;  I  have  carefully  studied  not 
merely  the  messages  of  our  Presidents,  but  the  volumes,  now  nearly  four 
hundred  in  number,  in  which  are  recorded  (with  the  exceptions  to  be  pres- 
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ently  noted)  the  opinioDS  of  oar  Secretaries  of  State ;  and  after  a  carefol 
comparison  of  those  two  classes  of  docnments  I  have  no  hesitation  in 
saying  not  only  that  the  leadership  ascribed  to  onr  statesmen  in  the  two- 
great  epochs  above  noticed  is  maintained  in  other  important  relations, 
but  that  the  opinions  of  oar  Secretaries  of  State,  coupled  with  those  of 
onr  Presidents  as  to  which  they  were  naturally  consulted,  form  a  body 
of  public  law  which  wiU  stand  at  least  on  a  footing  of  equality  with  tho 
state  papers  of  those  of  foreign  statesmen  and  jurists  with  which  it  ha» 
been  my  lot  to  be  familiar. 

^^But  where  are  to  be  found  the  documents  which  embody  these  utter- 
ances  of  those  charged  with  the  direction  of  our  foreign  ^GGeiirsf  It  is* 
a  fact  of  great  moment  to  us  at  present  that  these  documents,  in  the 
main,  are  inaccessible  to  the  mass  of  those  to  whom  their  study  is  im- 
portant, as  well  as  to  most  of  those  who  would  desire  to  appeal  to  them 
as  guides.  I  append  hereto  a  table  of  the  standards  to  which  I  have 
resorted  in  making  up  the  following  pages;  and  it  wiU  be  seen  that 
three-fourths  of  them  are  still  in  manuscript,  accessible  only  by  special 
permission  of  the  Secretary  of  State.  It  is  true  that  the  earlier  pa- 
pers of  the  Department  were  published,  though  somewhat  imperfectly, 
in  two  distinct  series  of  what  are  called  'State  Papers';  and  it  is  true 
also,  that  from  time  to  time  documents  from  the  Department  were 
printed  by  order  of  Congress;  that  from  1861  to  1868,  the  Department 
issued  compilations  of  its  correspondence  on  foreign  affairs;  and  that 
in  1870,  the  publication  of  such  correspondence  was  finally  established 
as  a  matter  of  course. 

^'But,  in  respect  to  these  several  sources  of  ajithority,  the  following  re- 
marks may  be  made: 

^'(r^  In  the  manuscript  records  many  important  papers  are  omitted. 
A  suaden  call  from  Congress  came,  for  instance,  to  which  a  reply  was 
furnished  by  the  Secretary,  and  this  reply  was  forwarded,  as  often  hap- 
pened, without  being  entered,  as  it  should  have  been,  in  the  'Eeport 
Book,'  which  is  assigned  for  such  papers.  But  by  far  the  most  com- 
mon cause  of  omission  is  the  occasional  use,  by  both  Presidents  and 
Secretaries,  of  informal  letters,  for  the  purpose  of  personal  explanation 
of  their  action  and  policy.  Some  of  these  letters  will  be  found  in  the 
published  volumes  of  the  works  of  Mr.  Jefferson,  Mr.  Madison,  and  Mr. 
Webster.  A  far  larger  portion  of  them  may  be  found  in  the  unpub- 
lished papers  of  Mr.  Jefferson,  Mr.  Madison,  and  Mr.  Monroe,  now  de- 
posited in  the  Department  of  State.  I  have  drawn,  in  my  present  work, 
largely  from  both  these  sourceis,  as  well  as  from  the  manuscript  records. 

<'  (2)  The  printed  documents,  whether  contained  in  reports  to  Congress 
or  in  the  '  State  Papers,'  or  in  the  annual  publications  of  the  Depart- 
ment, are  necessarily  defective.  This  arises  not  merely  because  many 
important  documents,  or  parts  of  documents,  are  kept  back  at  the  time, 
from  the  fact  that  their  publication  might  not  be  consistent  with  public 
interest,  but  because  expositions  of  general  rules,  which  are  of  so  great 
interest  in  a  work  such  as  that  in  which  I  am  now  engaged,  are  not  of 
equal  interest  in  publications  whose  object  is  to  report  the  action  of  the 
Government  in  concrete  cases. 

"(3)  So  far  as  concerns  the  publications  to  which  I  have  referred,  it 
must  be  noticed  that  not  only  do  they  cover  only  limited  sections  of  time 
in  our  political  history;  not  only  are  they  necessarily  imperfect  in  their 
exposition  of  the  action  of  the  Department  even  in  the  periods  they 
cover;  not  only  do  they  suppress  passages^  which  though  of  great  future 
interest  in  settling  principles,  it  may  be  impolitic  at  the  time  to  make 
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public;  not  only  from  their  volaminoasness  and  lack  of  system  is  it  a 
work  of  mach  time  and  skill  to  find  in  them  rnlings  pertinent  to  any 
particular  pending  issue;  but  they  are  themselves  in  many  important 
cases  unattainable.  The  earlier  publications  are  out  of  print.  Docu- 
ments printed  by  Congress  are,  from  time  to  time,  destroyed  in  masses 
by  Congressional  direction;  and  in  fact,  were  this  not  done,  the  public 
offices  and  vaults  of  Washington  would  be  gorged  with  documents  nine- 
tenths  of  which  have  ceased  to  be  called  for  and  are  without  interest 
to  any  but  the  antiquarian.  But  of  the  serious  effects  of  this  destruc- 
tion, in  respect  to  other  documents  of  immense  public  interest,  I  beg  to 
give  the  following  illustrations: 

^^  Mr.  Fillmore's  second  annual  message  contaios  an  exposition  of  inter- 
national law,  a«  applied  to  our  then  foreign  relations,  which  is  understood 
to  have  been  furnished  by  Mr.  Webster,  and  which  is  one  of  the  most 
mast«rl3^  papers  which  has  been  produced  on  the  topic  with  which  we  are 
now  concerned.  Kow,  the  only  detached  copy  of  this  message  to  be 
found  in  the  library  of  the  Department  of  State  is  cut  out  from  one  of  the 
newspapers  of  the  day;  nor  is  any  copy  now  obtainable  from  the  Con- 
gressional records,  or,  sr  far  as  I  can  learn,  from  any  private  publishing 
house. 

"Mr.  Everett,  during  the  short  period  in  which  he  filled  the  secre- 
taryship (the  period  intervening  between  the  death  of  Mr.  Webster  and 
the  accession  of  Mr.  Marcy  as  Secretary  in  the  administration  of  Mr. 
Pierce),  prepared,  aided  by  notes  left  by  Mr.  Webster,  instructions  on 
the  policy  to  be  adopted  towards  Cuba  by  the  United  States,  as  affected 
by  the  question  immediately  before  him  of  a  proposed  joint  agreement 
with  European  powers  of  abstention  from  any  future  annexation  of 
Cuba.  These  instructions,  signed  and  issued  by  Mr.  Everett,  were 
afterwards,  after  grave  consideration,  adopted  by  Mr.  Marcy.  I  must 
here  express  my  opinion  that  for  wisdom  and  eloquence  -they  are  un- 
excelled by  any  papers  that  have  ever  issued  from  the  State  Depart- 
ment; and  that  they  contain  an  exposition  of  our  true  policy  as  to  ter- 
ritorial accretion,  which,  for  its  statesmanlike  power,  its  non-partisan 
broadness  of  base,  as  well  as  for  its  attractiveness  of  style,  peculiarly 
fit  it  to  be  one  of  the  standards  to  which  political  authorities  of  the 
future  should  appeal.  Yet  of  these  instructions  of  Mr.  Everett,  occupying 
as  they  did,  when  printed,  a  pamphlet  of  sixty-four  pages,  I  have  been 
unable,  though  I  have  searched  most  diligently,  to  obtain  a  single  copy. 
The  edition  published  in  Boston  is  exhausted,  nor  is  it  likely  that  it 
would  be  reprinted  by  private  enterprise. 

"  Another  illustration  may  be  found  in  Mr.  Marcy's  various  expositions 
of  the  Koszta  case.  One  or  two  of  these  may  still  be  obtained  in  anti- 
quarian stores.  But  that  which  I  regard  the  ablest,  in  which  he  discusses 
the  law  of  domicil  with  almost  unequaled  sagacity  and  exactness,  has 
never  found  its  way  into  print. 

^^  We  fall  back,  then,  upon  the  manuscript  copies  of  the  Department  of 
State,  and  we  are  admonished,  by  the  destruction  of  some  of  the  earlier 
volumes  at  the  burning  of  Washington  by  the  British,  as  well  as  by 
the  loss  of  public  documents  in  other  Departments  by  what  are  called 
accidental  fires,  that  in  respect  to  these  standards  we  hang  on  a  line  by 
no  means  insured  from  perishing. 

^'  Whether  these  records  should  be  reprinted  as  a  whole  is  a  question 
of  interest.  If  they  were,  they  would  cover  four  hundred  volumes  of 
the  ordinary  law-book  size.  It  would  be  difficult  for  one  seeking  in 
haste  to  find  rulings  on  some  pending  question  of  international  law, 
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to  come  to  an  accurate  result  from  the  study,  in  the  short  time  assigned 
to  him,  of  so  vast  a  mass  of  authorities. 

^^I  have  endeavored  to  meet  this  want  by  the  present  digest.  In 
seeking  for  material  I  have  turned  every  page  of  the  volumes  of  records 
in  the  Department  to  which  I  have  referred;  and  I  have  consulted  in 
connection  with  them  the  various  publications  to  be  found  in  the  an- 
nexed table.  From  these  standards  I  have  copied  whatever^  in  the  way 
of  principle,  bears  on  international  law;  and  the  extracts  I  have  thus 
made  I  have  arranged  in  the  form  of  a  digest,  placing  them  chrono- 
logically under  their  respective  heads.  Of  the  materials  that  apply,  in 
the  way  of  principle,  to  the  task  before  me,  I  believe  I  have  cmiitted  no 
passages  giving  the  deliberate  opinions  of  Secretaries  from  the  begin- 
ning of  the  Government  to  the  present  day.  J  am  conscious  of  no  party 
predilections  in  making  these  extracts;  nor  in  fact  is  the  topic  one  on 
which  party  predilections  could  operate.  We  have  been,  throughout  the 
country,  one  in  our  principles  of  international  law  from  the  foundation 
of  our  Gtovernmeut  to  the  present  day.  If  there  was  an  alleged  ex- 
pansion of  neutral  duty  in  the  late  civil  war,  this  was  only  apparent; 
and  I  have  to  say  that  no  more  unqualified  assertion  of  neutral  rights 
is  to  be  found  than  that  contained  in  Mr.  Seward's  vindication  of  his 
action  in  the  Trent  affiair.  And  if  sometimes  he  threw  out  argumenta- 
tively  positions  inconsistent  with  those  which  in  other  administrations 
have  been  part  of  the  settled  policy  of  the  Government,  these  were  al- 
ways afterwards  modified  by  him  so  as  to  conform  to  such  policy,  and 
had  at  least  the  good  effect  of  bringing  to  the  same  common  ground 
the  British  Government  of  the  day,  receding  in  this  respect  from  the 
ground  taken  by  its  predecessors.  A  more  serious  departure  from 
this  policy  might  be  claimed  to  exist  in  the  rulings  of  the  Geneva  con- 
ference; but  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  action  of  this  conference 
-was  not  the  action  of  the  Department  of  State,  which  not  long  after 
the  publication  of  its  adjudication  disclaimed,  as  will  hereafter  be  seen, 
its  binding  authority.  With  the  exception  of  tnese  transient  fluctuations 
of  opinion,  not  worked  into  the  Department  as  part  of  its  permanent 
system  of  law,  the  action  of  the  Department,  no  matter  what  may  have 
heen  the  party  character  of  the  administration,  has  been  one  of  consist- 
ent logical  progress.  There  is  submission  to,  and  yet  not  repetition 
of^  the  old  law  laid  down  by  our  first  administration,  as  a  law  which, 
while  distinctively  American,  has  established  a  jurisprudence  for  the 
civilised  world.  This  law  is  one  in  its  basis,  yet,  as  is  the  case  with  all 
true  law  whose  continued  existence  depends  on  its  responsiveness  to 
popular  conscience  and  need,  adapts  itself,  in  its  own  instinctive  evolu- 
tion, to  the  contingencies  of  each  social  and  political  juncture  that  occurs. 

'^For  the  purposes  of  elucidation,  I  have  concluded,  in-  their  appro- 
priate heads  in  this  digest,  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  Attorneys-General  on  the  questions  involved. 

^^  I  am  indebted  to  John  B.  Moore,  esq.,  of  the  Department  of  State,  to 
whose  great  aid  in  other  respects  I  am  glad  to  acknowledge  my  obliga- 
tions, for  a  compilation  of  the  rulings  of  commissions  established  by 
the  United  States,  in  connection  with  other  powers,  for  the  settlement 
of  xK>iut8  in  international  dispute." 

On  July  28, 1886,  the  following  resolution,  adopted  by  Congress,  was 
approved  by  the  President: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled^  That  there  be  printed  the  usuaLnnmber 
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of  copies  of  <<A  Digest  of  the  iDternational  Law  of  the  United  States, 
taken  trom  the  Opinions  of  Presidents  and  Secretaries  of  State,  and  of 
Attorney  B-Oeneral,  and  fix>m  the  Decisions  of  Federal  Gonrts,  and  of  Joint 
International  Gommissions  in  which  the  United  States  was  a  Party";  and 
that  there  be  printed  in  addition  to  said  nsual  nnmber,  one  thousand 
copies  for  the  use  of  the  State  Department,  one  thonsand  copies  for  the 
use  of  the  Senate,  and  two  thonsand  copies  for  the  nse  of  the  House  of 
Bepresentatives ;  said  Digest  to  be  printed  under  the  editorial  super- 
vision of  Francis  Wharton,  and  the  editing  to  be  paid  for  at  a  price  to 
be  fixed  by  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Belations  of  the 
Senate,  and  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Bepresentatives,  acting  with  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printingi 
not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars. 

Immediately  after  the  approval  of  this  resolution  1  placed  in  the  hands 
of  the  Public  Printer  the  digest  it  calls  for,  so  far  as  concerns  docu- 
ments emanating  from  Presidents  and  Secretaries  of  State,  and  opinions 
of  Federals  courts  and  Attorneys-General,  with  editorial  comments  on 
the  same. 

The  digest  of  the  rulings  of  the  international  commissions,  which 
I  mentioned  in  the  preface  above  given  as  undertaken  by  the  Hon.  John 
B.  Moore,  will  occupy  a  separate  volume.  Of  the  importance  of  such  a 
digest  I  cannot  speak  too  highly.  I  have  also  to  repeat  my  acknowl- 
edgement of  Mr.  Moore's  aid  as  stated  above,  and  of  the  services  ren- 
dered by  Mr.  J.  Wilson  Bayard,  of  the  Department  of  State,  not  merely 
in  the  preparation  of  the  work  for  the  press,  but  in  proof  reading. 

So  far  as  concerns  the  present  volumes,  the  following  observations 
are  to  be  made : 

The  authorities  on  whom  I  have  relied  are :  (1)  Presidents'  messages; 
(2)  opinions  and  reports  of  Secretaries  of  State;  (3)  opinions  of  Attor- 
neys-General ;  (4)  opinions  of  Federal  courts;  (5)  papers  emanating  from 
the  War,  Navy,  and  Interior  Departments ;  (6)  unofficial  letters  of  our 
leading  statesmen,  of  which  many  of  great  importance  are  drawn  from 
the  Jefferson,  Madison,  and  Monroe  papers  on  deposit  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  State ;  (7)  standard  works  on  international  law  and  history.  As 
to  the  latter,  I  have,  as  a  rule,  confined  myself  to  quotations  firom  authors 
not  readily  accessible  in  this  country.  Were  I  to  have  quoted  from  Mr. 
Wheaton,  for  instance,  all  passages  pertinent  to  the  topics  I  had  before 
me,  I  would  have  republished  the  greater  part  of  his  invaluable  treatises. 
This  for  various  reasons  could  not  be  done.  I  have  freely  cited,  how- 
ever, the  notes  of  Mr.  Dana  and  Mr.  Lawrence  to  Mr.  Wheaton's  work 
on  International  Law,  and  1  have  made  large  use  of  Mr.  J.  C.  Bancroft 
Davis'  comments  on  treaties  published  in  the  volume  of  treaties  issued 
by  the  Department  of  State.  I  have  frequently,  also,  relied  on  Sir 
Sherston  Baker's  edition  of  General  Halleck's  International  Law,  as  well 
as  on  the  work  on  international  law  published  by  President  Woolsey. 
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The  resolution  under  which  I  have  acted  directs  that  the  work  should 
be  printed  under  my  ^^  editorial  supervision.''  This  I  have  construed 
as  giving  me  such  editorial  control  over  the  material  in  my  hands  as 
would  enable  me  to  present  it  faithfully  and  effectively  to  the  public  eye. 

So  far  as  concerns  the  authoritative  documents  open  to  me,  my  method 
of  treatment  has  been  simple.  I  have  carefully  searched  all  the  records 
-of  the  Department  in  which  are  contained  its  diplomatic  corresi)ondence, 
and  the  official  reports  of  Secretaries,  and  I  have  copied  therefrom  all 
passages  relative  to  international  law.  When  these  passages  were  not 
affirmations  of  prior  rulings,  I  have  entered  them  in  full ;  when  they  were 
anch  affirmations,  I  have  noted  them  as  such,  or  I  have  given  specifically 
the  points  they  decide.  The  same  course  I  have  taken  in  respect  to 
Presidents'  messages  relative  to  international  law.  Of  the  opinions  of 
the  Attorneys-General  and  of  Federal  courts  I  have  generally  given 
only  abstracts,  considering  these  to  be  merely  auxiliary  to  the  main 
object  of  the  work. 

In  the  pamphlet  presented  by  me  to  Gongress  in  March  last,  I  gave 
an  analysis  of  the  work  as  projected.  This  analysis  being  before  the 
•committees  of  the  Senate  and  House,  to  whom  the  matter  was  referred, 
and  being  the  basis  of  their  reports  recommending  publication,  has  been 
considered  by  me  as  so  far  approved  as  to  make  it  my  duty  to  retain  it, 
with  such  slight  modifications  as  became  subsequently  requisite. 

There  will  be  little  difficulty,  I  apprehend,  in  mastering  the  plan  of  the 
work,  when  it  is  observed  that  in  each  successive  head  of  the  analysis 
the  material  is  arranged  as  follows : 

(1)  Messages  of  Presidents  and  documents  emanating  from  Secretaries 
of  State,  in  chronological  order. 

(2)  Opinions  of  Federal  courts,  in  cUx>nological  order. 

(3)  Opinions  of  Attorneys-Oeneral,  in  chronological  order. 

When,  however,  the  topic  is  exclusively  of  a  judicial  character,  I  have 
placed  the  opinions  of  the  courts  in  the  front  rank. 

In  order  to  distinguish  rulings  of  the  three  classes  just  mentioned,  I 
have  given  them  in  type  of  long  primer  leaded. 

Unofficial  opinions  of  leading  statesmen,  and  opinions  of  text- writers, 
I  have  placed  in  the  same  type,  solid,  inclosed  in  quotation  marks.  In 
the  latter  type,  not  in  quotation  marks,  are  given  my  own  editorial 
eomments. 

Material  of  a  secondary  character,  introduced  by  way  of  illustration^ 
is  placed  in  brevier. 

P.  W. 

KOVBMBEB  20,  1886. 
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Andrew  Jackson  .. . 
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Franklin  Pierce. 
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Andrew  Johnson. 
Ulysses  S.  Grant. 
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James  A.  Garfield 

Chester  A.  Arthur 


Grover  Cleveland 
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1797,  Mar.  4 

1801,  Mar.  4 

1809,  Mar.  4 

1817,  Mar.  4 

1825,  Mar.  4 
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1837,  Mar.  4 
1841,  Mar.  4 
1841,  Apr.  4 


1845,  Mar.  4 
IS  (9,  Mar.  4 
1850,  July  10 

1853,  Mar.  4 
1857,  Mar.  4 

1861,  Mar.  .  4 
1865,  Apr.  15 
1869,  Mar.  4 

1877,  Mar.  4 
1881,  Ma^.  4 
1881,  Sept.  19 

1885,  Mar.    4 


SECRETABIES  OF  STATE. 


Name. 


Thomas  Jefferson  .. 
Edmund  Randolph.. 
Timothy  Pickering  . . 

John  Marshall 

James  Madison 

SoBERT  Smith 

James  Monroe 

John  Quincy  Adams. 

Henry  Clay 

Martin  Van  BuREN  .. 
Edward  Liyinoston 

Louis  McLane 

John  J'orsyth 


Daniel  Webster 

Hugh  S.  LegarA 

Abel  P.  Upshur 

John  Nelson 

John  C.  Calhoxtn 

Jabces  Buchanan 

John  M.  Clayton 

Daniel  Webster 

Edward  Eyerstt..  .. 
William  L.  Marcy  . 

Lewis  Cass 

Jeremiah  S.  Black  . 
William  H.  Seward 


Elihu  B.  Washburne. 

Hamilton  Fish 

William  M.  Eyarts  ... 
James  6.  Blaine 


Date  of 
appointment. 


Frederick  T.  Freung- 

HUYSEN. 


Thomas  F.  Bayard 


789, 
794, 
795, 
800, 
801, 
809, 
811, 
817, 
825, 
829, 
831, 
833, 
834, 

841, 
843, 
843, 

844, 
844, 
845, 
849, 
850, 
852, 
853, 
857, 
860, 
861, 


Sept  26 
Jan.  2 
Dea  10 
May  IS 
Mar.  5 
Mar.  6 
Apr.  2 
Mar.  5 
Mar.  7 
Mar.  6 
May  24 
Bi£ay  2» 
June  27 

Mar.  5 
May  24 
July  24 
Feb.  2» 
Mar.  6 
Mar.  6 
Mar.  7 
July  22 
Nov.  26 
Mar.  7 
Mar.  6 
Dec.  17 
Mar.    5 


869,  Mar.  5 

869,  Mar.  11 

877,  Mar.  12 

881,  Mar.  5 

881,  Dec.  12 

18a5,  Mar.  6 
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(4)  Hospitality  to  political  refugees,  $  48. 

(5)  Mediation,  $  49. 

(6)  Necessity,  as  where  marauders  can  be  checked  only  by  such  intervention, 

J  50. 
(a)  Amelia  Island,  $  50a. 
(ft)  Pensacola  and  Florida  posts,  $  505. 
(o)  Steamboat  Caroline,  $  50o. 

(d)  Greytown,  J  50d. 

(e)  Border  raiders,  $  50«. 

(7)  Explorations  in  barbarous  lands  {e»g .  the  Congo),  (  51. 

(8)  Intercession  in  extreme  cases  of  political  oflEenders,  }  62. 

(9)  International  courts  in  semi-civilized  or  barbarous  lands,  $  53. 

(10)  Good  offices  for  missionaries  abroad,  $  54. 

(11)  Good  offices  for  persecuted  Jews,  $  55. 

(12)  Non-prohibition  of  publications  or  subscriptions  in  aid  of  political  action 

abroad,  $  56. 

(13)  Charitable  contributions  abroad,  56a. 

III.    Intervention  or  European  sovbreions  in  affaxbs  or  this  continxnt  dis- 
approved—Monroe doctrine,  }  57. 
ly.    Special  applications  or  doctrine. 

(1)  Mexico,  $  58. 

(2)  Peru,  $  59. 

(3)  Cuba,  $  60. 

(4)  San  Domingo  and  Hayti,  (  61. 

(5)  Danish  West  Indies,  (  61a. 

(6)  Hawaii :  (Sandwich  Islands),  (  62. 

(7)  Samoa,  Caroline,  and  other  Paoiiic  Islands,  i  63, 

(8)  Corea,  (  64. 

(9)  Falkland  Islands,  $  65. 

(10)  Liberia,  $  66. 

(11)  China,  i  67. 

(12)  Japan,  $  68. 

(13)  Turkey,  Tripoli,  and  Tunis,  $  68  a. 
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V.    Recognition  of  BBLLiaBRSNCT,  $  69. 
VI.    Recoonition  of  sovereignty,  $  70. 
VII.    Such  recognition  determinable  bt  kxecutive,  $  71. 
VIII.    Accretion,  not  colonization,  the  policy  of  the  United  States, 
$72. 

(Qaestions  relative  to  the  Isthmas  of  Panama  are  considered  in/hi,  $  287^. ) 


CHAPTER  IV. 

diplomatic  agents. 

I.    Executive  the  source  of  diplomatic  authority,  $  78. 
II.    Foreign  ministers  to  recognize  the  secretary  of  state  as  the. 
sole  organ  of  the  executive,  i  79. 

III.  Continuity  of  foreign  relations  not  broken  by  party  changes^ 

$80. 

IV.  Executive  discretion  determines  the  withdrawal  ob  renewal. 

OF  MISSIONS  AND  MINISTERS,    $  HI. 
V.      NON-ACCEPTABLE   MINISTER  MAY  BE  REFUSED,    $   82. 

VI.    Not  usual  to  ask  as  to  acceptability  in  advance,  }  82a. 
VII.    Conditions  derogatory  to  the  accrediting  government  cannot  be 

IMPOSED,   $   8.). 
VIII.      MiNISTKR  misconducting  HIMSELF  MAY  BE   SEN'T  BACK,    J   84. 

IX.    Mode  of  presentation  and  taking  leave,  J  85. 
X.    Incumbent  continues  un'hl  arrival  of  successor,  }  86. 

XI.      How  far    DOMESTIC    CHANGE    OF    GOVERNMENT    OPERATES    TO    RECALL, 
$  87. 

XII.    Diplomatic  grades,  $  88. 

XIII.  Citizens  of  country  of  reception  not  acceptable,  J  88a. 

XIV.  Diplomatic  correspondence  confidential  except  by  order  of  de- 

partment, J  89. 
(I)  Confined  to  official  basiness,  $  89a. 
(•2)  Usually  in  writing,  $  896. 
XV.    Diplomatic  agents  to  act  under  instructions,  $  90. 
XVI.    Communications  from  foreigners  only  to  be  received  through 

DIPLOMATIC  REPRESENTATIVES,    $  91. 

XVII.  Diplomatic  agents  protected  from  process. 

(1)  Who  are  so  privileged,  $  92. 

(2)  Illegality  of  process  against,  $  93. 

(3)  Exemption  from  criminal  prosecution,  $  93a. 

(4)  What  attack  on  a  minister  is  an  international  ofifence,  }  935. 

XVIII.  And  from  personal  indignity,  $  94. 
XIX.    And  from  taxes  and  imposts,  $  95. 

XX.  Property  protected,  J  96. 

XXI.  Free  transit  and  communication  with,  secured,  $  97. 

XXII.  Privileged  from  testifying,  J  98. 

XXIII.  Cannot  become  business  agents,  i  99. 

XXIV.  Nor  represent  foreign  ck>vernments,  i  100. 
XXV.  Should  reside  at  capital,  $  101. 

XXVI.  Joint  action  with  other  diplomatic  agents  un  ad  vis  able,  J  102. 

XXVII.  Duties  as  to  archives,  $  103. 

XXVIII.  Right  of  protection  and  asylum,  $  104. 

XXIX.  MvY  extend  protection  to  citizens  of  friendly  countries,  $  105* 

XXX.  Avoidance  of  political  interference  enjoined,  $  106. 
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XXXI.     COURTESYy   FAIRNESS,  AND  SOCIAL  CONFORMITY  EXPECTED. 

(1)  Official  intercourse,  $  107. 

(2)  Social  iuterconrse,  $  107a. 

(3)  Court  dress,  $  107&. 

(4)  Expenses,  $  107e. 

XXXII.    Contingent  fund  and  secret  service  money,  $  108. 

XXXIII.  Sblf-constitoted  missions  iixeoai.,  $  109. 

XXXIV.  Presents  not  allowed,  $  110. 

CHAPTER  V. 

CONSULS. 

I.  Eligibility  of,  $  113. 

II.  Appointment  and  qualifying  of,  $  114. 

III.  Exequatur,  $  116- 

ly.  Dismissal,  $  116. 

v.  Not  ordinarily  diplomatic  agents,-  $  117. 

VI.  Yicb^goxsuls  and  consular  agents,  $  118. 

VII.  Not  to  take  part  in  politics,  J  119. 

VIII.      PRIVILBGK  AS  TO  PROCESS,  $  l)i!0. 

IX.  Other  privileges,  $  131. 

X.  Sight  to  give  asylum  and  protection,  $  122. 

XI.  Business  relations  of,  ^  12:i. 

XII.  Port  jurisdiction  of  seamen  and  shipping,  $  124. 

XIII.  Judicial  functions  in  semi-civiuzed  lands,  $  125. 

CHAPTER  VI. 

treaties. 
I.    Negotiation,  $  130. 

II,    Ratification  and  approval. 

(1)  As  to  treaty  making  power,  $  131. 

(2)  As  to  legislation,  $  131a. 

III.  When  treaty  goes  into  effect,  $  13*2. 

IV.  Construction  and  intbrphetation,  $  133. 
V.    ''Favored  nation,"  }  134. 

VI.  Subsequent  war:  effect  of,  $  135. 

VII.  Subsequent  annexation:  effect  of,  $  136. 

VIII.  Subsequent  revolution:  effect  of.  ^  137. 

IX.  Abrogation  by  consent,  by  repudiation,  or  by  change  of   CfRCUM- 

8TANCE8,    §  137a. 

X.    Treaties  when  constitutional  are  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  but 

MAY  BE  MUNICIPALLY  MODIFIED  BY  SUBSEQUENT  LEGISLATION,  $  138. 

XI.    Judiciary  cannot  control  executivk  in  treaty  making,  J  139. 
XII.    Special  trkatiks. 

(1)  Argentine  Republic,  $  140. 

(2)  Austria-Hungary,  J  141. 

(3)  Barbary  Powers,  $  141a. 

(4)  Bavaria,  $  142. 

(5)  Brazil,  $  143. 

(6)  China,  $  144. 

(7)  Colombia  and  New  Qranada,  J  145. 

(8)  Co8ta  Rica  and  Honduras,  $  146. 

(9)  Denmark,  $  147. 
(10)  France. 

(a)  Treaty  of  177ri,  $  148. 

(b)  Convention  of  1800-1,  J  148a. 

(o)  Treaty  of  1803  (cessiou  of  Louisiana).  ^  1466. 
(d)  Subsequent  treaties,  $  l48o. 
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XII.    Special  treaties — Continued. 

(11)  Germany,  $  149. 

(12)  Great  Britain. 

(a)  Treaty  of  1783  (Peace),  $  150. 

(h)  Jay'8  treaty  (1794),  $  150a. 

(o)  Monroe-Pinkney  and  cognate  negotiations,  $  1605. 

(d)  Treaty  of  Ghent  (1814),  $  150o. 

(0)  Conventions  of  1815, 1818,  $  ISOd. 

(0  Ashbarton  treaty  (1842),  $  1500. 

(tf)  Clayton-Balwer  treaty  (1850),-  $  150/. 

(&)  Treaty  of  Washington  (1871)  and  Qenevak  tribonal,  i  I50^» 

(13)  Hanseatic  Republic,  $  161. 

(14)  Hawaii,  $  151a. 

(15)  Italy,  i  152. 

(16)  Japan,  $153. 
<17)  Mexico,  $  154. 
<18)  Netherlands,  $  155. 

(19)  Paraguay,  $  156. 

(20)  Peru,  i  157. 

(21)  Portugal,  $  158. 

(22)  Russia,  $  159. 

(23)  Sardinia,  $  160. 

(24)  Spain. 

(a)  Treaty  of  1795,  $  161. 

(i)  Florida  negotiations  and  treaty  of  1816-^20,  $  161«. 

(25)  Sweden  and  Norway,  $  162. 

(26)  Switzerland,  $  163. 

(27)  Tripoli,  $  164. 

(28)  Turkey,  J  165. 

(29)  Venezuela,  $  165a. 

(30)  Wiirtemberg,  i  166. 

CHAPTER  VU. 

CITIZENSHIP,  NATURALIZATION,  AND  ALIBNAOS. 

I.    Expatriation. 

(1)  Principle  of  expatriation  affirmed,  $  171. 

(2)  Conditions  imposed  by  Govemment  of  origin  have  no  extra-territorial 

force,  $.172. 

(3)  Nor  can  the  rights  of  foreigners  be  limited  by  country  of  temporary 

residence  requiring  matriculation  or  registry,  $  172a. 
II.    Naturalization. 

(1)  Principles  and  limits  of,  $  173. 

(2)  Process  and  proof,  $  174. 

(3)  Judgment  of,  cannot  be  impeached  collaterally,  but  if  fraudulent  mmj 

be  repudiated  by  Goyemment,  $  174a. 

(4)  Mere  declaration  of  intention  insufficient,  $  175. 
m.    Abandonment  of  citizenship. 

(1)  Citizenship  may  be  so  forfeited,  $  176. 

(2)  Or  by  naturalization  in  another  country,  $  177. 

(3)  Effect  of  treaty  limitations,  $  178. 

(4)  Under  treaty  with  Germany,  two  years'  residence  in  Germany  jMiiiui 

ftieie  proof  of  absndonment,  i  179. 
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lY.    Liabilities  of  naturalized  citizen  on  returning  to  native  land. 

(1)  While  Yolautary  expatriation  is  no  gronnd  for  adverse  proceedings  it 

is  otherwise  as  to  acts  done  by  him  before  expatriation,  $  180. 

(2)  If  he  left  military  dnty  due  and  unperformed,  he  may  be  held  to  it  if 

he  return  after  naturalization,  $  181. 

(3)  But  no  liability  for  subsequent  duty.  $  182. 
y.    Children. 

(1)  Born  in  the  United  States  generally  citizens,  $  183. 

(2)  So  of  children  of  naturalized  citizens,  $  184. 

(3)  So  of  children  bom  abroad  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  $  185. 
VI.    Married  women. 

A  married  woman  partakes  of  her  husband's  nationality,  $  186. 
VII.    Territorial  change. 

(1)  Aliegiance  follows,  $  187. 

(2)  Naturalization  by  revolution  or  treaty,  $  188. 
VIII.    Protection  of  government. 

(1)  Granted  to  citizens  abroad,  $  189. 

(2)  Right  may  be  forfeited  by  abandonment  of  citizeuship,  i  190. 

(3)  Care  of  destitute  citizens  abroad  not  assumed,  $  lOOa. 
IX.    Passports. 

(1)  Can  only  be  issued  by  Secretary  of  State  or  head  of  legation,  $  191. 

(2)  Only  to  citizens,  $  192. 

(3)  Qualified  passports  and  protection  papers,  $  193. 

(4)  Visas,  and  limitations  as  to  time,  $  194. 

(5)  How  to  be  supported,  J  195. 

(As  to  sea  letters,  eee  $$  408^.) 
X.    Indians  and  Chinese. 

(1)  Indians,  $  196. 

(2)  Chinese,  $  197. 
XI.    DoiaciL. 

(1)  May  give  rights  and  impose  duties,  $  198. 

(2)  Obtaining  and  proof  of,  $  199. 

(3)  Effect  of,  $  200. 
XII.    Aliens. 

(1)  Rights  of,  $  201. 

(2)  Not  compellable  to  military  service,  $  202. 

(3)  Subject  to  local  allegiance,  $  203. 

(4)  And  so  to  taxation,  $  204. 

(5)  When  local  or  personal  sovereign  liable  for,  $  205. 

(6)  May  be  expelled  or  rejected  by  local  sovereign,  $  206. 
XnL    Corporations. 

Foreign  corporations  presumed  to  be  aliens,  ^  207. 

CHAPTER  VIII. 

NORTH  AMERICAN  INDIANS. 

I.    Jurisdiction  and  title. 

(1)  Are  domestic  dependent  nations,  $  208. 

(2)  Cannot  transmit  title,  $  209. 
n.    Treaties  with. 

(1)  Must  be  duly  solemnized,  $  210. 

(2)  Liberally  construed,  $  211. 
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CHAPTER  IX. 

CLAIMS. 

I.    Mode  of  pbbsentation. 

(1)  Home  claimant  must  make  out  his  case  to  the  Department  by  affidavit 

or  other  proof,  §  213. 

(2)  Foreign  claimant  must  appear  through  diplomatic  agency,  $  214. 
II.    Who  may  claim. 

(1)  United  States  citizenship  must  be  shown  to  sustain  claim,  and  such 

citizenship  must  have  existed  when  the  claim  accrued,  $  215. 

(2)  A  citizen  who  has  voluntarHy  expatriated  him  elf  cannot  claim  the 

interposition  of  the  Department,  $  216. 

(3)  Corporations,  $  217. 

HI.    Practice  as  to  proof  and  process. 

(1)  Department  cannot  examine  witnesses  nn4er  oath,  $  218. 

(2)  No  peremptory  demand  to  be  made  unless  under  instructions  from 

Department,  $  219. 

(3)  Department  has  control  of  case,  and  may  arbitrate,  compromise,  or 

withdraw,  $  220. 

(4)  Arbitration  proper  when  Qovernments  disagree ;  limits  of  arbitration, 

$221. 

(5)  Government  may  resort  to  extreme  measures  to  enforce  x)s>yin6iit,  ^ 

22;^. 

IV.  Claims  based  on  war. 

(1)  A  sovereign  is  not  ordinarily  responsible  to  alien  residents  for  injuries 

they  rt!ceive  on  his  territori^  from  belligerent  action,  or  from  insur- 
gents whom  he  could  not  control,  or  whom  the  claimant  Govern- 
ment had  recognized  us  beI1ig<  rent,  i  223. 

(2)  Nor  for  injuries  from  acts  of  legitimate  warfare  waged  by  him  on  his 

enemy's  soil,  $  224. 

(3)  Greytown  bombardment,  $  224a. 

(4)  But  belligerent  is  liable  for  injuries  inflicted  in  violation  of  rules  of 

civilized  warfare,  §  225. 

V.  Claims  based  on  mob  injuries. 

A  government  is  liable  internationally  for  such  injuries  when  it  could 
have  prevented  them  ;  but  when  there  is  a  remedy  given  in  the 
judicial  tribunals,  this  must  be  pursued,  $  226. 
YI.    Claims  based  on  spoliation. 

(1)  Foreign  neutrals  liable  for  breach  of  neutrality,  $  227. 

(2)  Foreign  belligerents  liable  for  abuse  of  belligerency,  $  228. 

(3)  How  far  public  ships  are  liable  for  torts,  $  229. 

yil.     CLAIBiS  BASED  ON  DENIAL  OR  UNDUE  DISCRIMINATION  OF  JUSTICE. 

(1)  Such  claims  ground  for  interposition,  $  230. 

(2)  But  not  mere  national  peculiarities  in  administering  justice  not  vio- 

lating international  obligations,  $  230a. 

VIII.      CpNTRACTUAL  CLAIMS. 

(1)  Not  ordinariJy  pressed,  $  231. 

(2)  Exception  where  diplomacy  is  the  only  mode  of  redress,  $  232. 

(3)  Tender  of  good  offices,  ^  233. 
IX.    Claims  for  real  estate. 

(1)  Title  to  be  bued  for  at  Htus,  i  234. 

(2)  Otherwise  as  to  trespasses  and  evictions,  $  235. 
X.    Claims  based  on  negligence,  $  235a. 

XI.    Liability  for  prior  Government. 

Governments  liable  for  predecessorh'  spoliations,  $  236. 
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XII.  Dbfencks. 

(1)  Part  payment,  (237. 

(2)  Lit  pe»den$f  election  of  another  tribunal,  rev  adJudUata,  $  238. 

(3)  Limitation,  $  239. 

(4)  Intermediate  war  or  settlement,  $  240. 

(5)  NoD-exhanstion  of  local  judicial  remedies,  $  24L 

((>)  But  this  does  not  apply  where  there  is  no  local  judiciary,  or  where  tha 
judicial  action  is  in  violation  of  international  law,  or  where  the  teat 
is  waived,  or  where  there  is  undue  discrimination,  $  242. 

(7)  Culpability  of  claimaut,  $  243. 

(8)  Ko  national  discrimination  as  to  claimant,  $  244. 

XIII.  Pbactice  as  to  payment,  §  245.* 

XIV.  Interest. 

Not  generally  allowable,  $  246. 
XV.    Damages. 

Remote,  not  allowable,  $  247. 
XVI.    Home  Government's  liabiutt  for  ABAia>ONiNa  claim,  $  248. 
XVII.    Foreign  sovereigns  may  sue  in  Federal  courts^  (  249. 

CHAPTER  X. 

marbiage. 

I.    Mode  of  solemnization. 

(1)  At  common  law,  consensual  marriage  valid,  $  260. 

(2)  Solemnization  valid  at  place  of  marriage  is  valid  everywhere,  $  261. 

(3)  Local  prescriptions  as  to  form  have  no  extra-territorial  force,  $  262. 
II.    Matrimonial  capacity. 

Determined  by  national  policy,  (  263. 


CHAPTER  XI. 

extradition. 

I.  Ordinarily  no  extradition  without  treaty,  J  268. 

II.  Demand  confined  to  treaty  offences,  $  269. 

III.  Trial  to  be  only  for  offences  enumerated  in  treaty,  $  270. 

IV.  Crime  must  have  been  within  jurisdiction  of  demanding  Statb. 

(1)  On  land,  $  271. 

(2)  On  ship-board,  ^  27 la. 

V.    No  extradition  for  political  offences,  $  272. 
VI.    No  defence  that  defendant  is  citizen  of  asylum  State,  ^  273. 
VII.    Must  be  specific  foreign  demand,  $  274. 
VIII.    State  governments  cannot  extradite,  ^  275. 
IX.    Practice  as  to  arrest. 

(1)  Preliminary  executive  3iandate,  $  276. 

(2)  Form  of  complaint  and  warrant,  $  276a. 

(3)  Mode  of  arresting  and  detention,  $  2766. 

X.  Evidence  on  which  process  will  be  granted,  i  877. 

XI.  Practice  as  to  review,  $  278. 

XII.  Practice  as  to  habeas  corpus,  $  279. 

XIII.  Practice  as  to  surrender,  J  280. 

XIV.  Expenses,  $  281. 

XV.    Treaties  retrospective,  $  282. 
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CHAPTER  XII. 

ISTHMUS  OF  PANABiA. 

I.    Transit  over  by  international  law. 

Baoh  transit  cannot  rightfally  be  closed,  $  287. 
II.    Transit  over  bt  treaty  with  New  Granada. 

(1)  Limitations  of  treaty ,  $  288. 

(2)  Continuance  of,  $  2ii;9. 

III.  £ffect  of  guarantee  of  under  treaty. 

(1)  Sacli  guarantee  binds  Colombia,  $  290. 

(2)  Does  not  guarantee  against  ciianges  of  goyemment,  $  291. 

IV.  Relations  to  particular  countries. 

(1)  Colombia,  $  292. 

(2)  Nicaragua,  $  293. 

(3)  Costa  Bica,  $  294. 

(4)  The  Mosqnito  Country  and  Belize,  $  295. 

(5)  Honduras,  $  296. 

(6)  Venezuela,  $  297. 

CHAPTER  XIII. 

fisheries 
I.    Law  of  nations. 

(1)  Fishing  on  high  seas  open  to  all,  $  300. 

(2;  Sovereign  of  shore  has  jurisdiction  of  three-mile  marine  belt  following  th? 
sinuosities  and  indentations  of  tbe  coast. 
II.    Northeast  Atlantic  fisheries. 

(1)  These  were  conquered  from  France  by  the  New  Englaud  colonies,  acting 

in  co-operation  with  Great  Britain,  with  whom  they  were  afterwards 
held  in  common  by  such  colonies,  $  301. 

(2)  Treaty  of  peace  (1783)  was  not  a  grant  of  independence,  but  was  a  parti- 

tion of  the  empire,  the  United  States  retaining  a  common  share  in  the 
fisheries,  $  302. 

(3)  War  of  1812  did  not  divest  these  rights,  $  303. 

(4)  Treaty  of  1818  recognized  their  existence  and  affirmed  their  continuance, 

$304. 

(5)  Under  these  treaties  the  three-miles  belt  follows  the  sinuosittes  and  in- 

dentations of  the  coast,  $  305. 

(6)  Bay  of  Fundy  and  other  large  bays  are  open  seas,  $  305a. 

(7)  Ports  of  entry  are  not  affected  by  limitations  imposed  by  treaty  of  1818, 

$306. 

(8)  British  municipal  legislation  may  restrict,  but  cannot  expand,  British 

rights  under  these  treaties,  $  307. 
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CHAPTER  XIX. 

CONTRABAND. 
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ships'  papers  AKD  8BA-LKTTBB8. 

I.    Ykssslb  carrying  the  flag  of  the  United  States  cannot,  in  time  of 

PEACE,  BE  ARRESTED  ON  THE  HIGH  8KAS,  EXCEPT  AT  THE  RISK  OF  THE  PARTY 
MAKING  THE  ARREST,  $  408. 

II.    Ships'  papers  certifying,  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States, 
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CIIAPTEK  XXIII. 

I 
LETTERS  ROGATORY. 
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Page  491,  at  end  of  I  67,  for  "Mr.  Bnyard  to  Mr.  Morrison" 
read  "Mr.  Bayard  to  Mr.  Morrow." 

Page  632,  1st  lins  in  k  80n,  for  "-most"  rend  "moot." 

Page  703,  19th  line,  for  "Frenchmen"  read  "Frenchman." 

Page  716,  Uth  line  from  bottom,  for  "Mrs."  read  "Miss"  Justen. 

Page  736,  3d  line  of  4th  paragraph,  for  "Tory"  read  "Troy." 


CHAPTER  I. 

SOVEBEIGNTT  OVEE  LAHD. 

I.    Territorial  sovxrkign  sitpremk,  $  1. 
II.    Discovert  the  basis  of  title,  $  2. 

ni.    Conquered  territory  subject  to  temporary  military  control,  }  li, 
rv.    Conquered,  annexed,  or  divided  territory  retains  its  prior  municipal 

institutions,  $4. 
y.    Benefits  and  burdens  pass  to  conquering  or  annexing  sovereign,  $  5. 
VI.    But  such  country  not  affected  by  acts  of  prior  sovereign  after 

cession,  ^  5a. 
VII.    Colonies  becoming  indkpendi^nt  retain  their  boundaries  and  other 

RIGHTS,  $  6. 

VIII.  Title  of  de  facto  government  to  obedience,  }  7, 

IX.  Law  of  nations  part  of  law  of  land,  $  8. 

X.  Municipal  laws  not  extra-territorial,  $  9. 

XI.  Distinctive  rule  as  to  taxes,  J  10. 

XII.  Distinctions  as  to  federal  constitution,  $  11. 

XIII.  Territory  as  a  rule  inviolable. 

(1)  €reneral  principles,  $  11a. 

(2)  Recruiting  in  foreign  State  forbidden,  $  12. 

(3)  Permission  reqnisite  for  passage  of  foreign  troops,  $  13. 

(4)  And  so  of  foreign  seizure  of  persons  or  property,  $  14. 

(5)  And  so  of  foreign  jurisdiction  of  crime,  $  15. 

(6)  And  so  of  foreign  sending  of  paupers  and  criminals,  $  16. 

XIV.  Exception  as  to  necessity,  $  17. 

XV.    Exception  as  to  foreign  sovereigns,  foreign  ministers,  and  foreign 

TROOPS,  $  17a. 
XVI.    Exception  as  to  uncivilized  lands,  $  176, 

XVII.    Duty  of  sovereign  to  restrain  agencies  likely  to  injure  another 

country. 

(1)  Predatory  Indians,  $  18. 

(2)  Other  marauders,  $  19. 

(3)  Diversion  or  obstruction  of  water,  $  20. 

XVIII.    When  harm  is  done  by  order  of  foreign  sovereign  such  sovereign 

IS  THE  accountable  PARTY,  $  21. 

XIX.    Territorial  boundaries  determined  by  political,  not  judicial,  a ction, 
$22. 

I.  TERRITORIAL  SOVEREIGN  SUPREME, 

§  1. 

The  authority  of  a  nation  within  its  own  territory  is  absolute  and  ex- 
clusive. 

Church  V,  Hnbbart,  2  Cranch,  187,  234.    (See  more  fully  infra,  $  9.) 

Any  restriction  upon  this  sovereignty,  when  such  restriction  coinos 
from  a  foreign  power,  implies  a  transfer  pro  tanto  of  such  sovereignty 
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to  sach  power.  '<  This  full  and  absolute  territorial  jurisdiction  being 
alike  the  attribute  of  every  sovereign,  and  being  incapable  of  conferring 
extraterritorial  power,  would  not  seem  to  contemplate  foreign  sover- 
eigns nor  their  sovereign  rights  as  its  objects.  One  sovereign  being  in 
no  respect  amenable  to  another,  and  being  bound  by  obligations  of  the 
highest  character  not  to  degrade  the  dignity  of  his  nation  by  placing 
himself  or  its  sovereign  rights  within  the  jurisdiction  of  another,  can  be 
supposed  to  enter  a  foreign  territory  only  under  an  express  license,  or 
in  the  confidence  that  the  immunities  belonging  to  his  independent 
sovereign  station,  though  not  expressly  stipulated,  are  reserved  by  im- 
plication, and  will  be  extended  to  him.'' 

Marshall,  C.  J.    Schooner  Exchacge  v.  McFaddon,  7  Cranch,  137.    (See  infra,  i 
17a.) 

A  foreign  power  cannot  of  right  institute  or  erect  any  court  of  judi- 
cature of  any  kind,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  but 
such  only  as  may  be  warranted  by  and  be  in  pursuance  of  treaties. 
Hence  the  admiralty  jurisdiction,  which  has  been  exercised  in  the  United 
States  by  consuls  of  France,  not  being  so  warranted,  is  not  of  right. 

Glass  V.  Sloop  Betsey,  3  Dallas,  6. 

A  seizure  for  the  breach  of  the  municipal  laws  of  one  nation  cannot 
be  made  within  the  territory  of  another. 

The  Apollon,  9  Wheaton,  362. 

It  belongs  to  sovereignties  to  fix  boundaries  between  their  respective 
jurisdictions ;  and  when  fixed  by  compact,  they  become  conclusive  upon 
their  citizens  and  bind  their  rights. 

Poole  V.  Fleeger,  11  Peters,  185.    (See  infra,  $J  9,  11a.) 

The  doctrine  of  the  unity  of  sovereignty  within  specific  territorial 
bounds,  and  of  homogeneousness  of  institutions  and  laws  within  those 
bounds,  is  of  comparatively  recent  origin.  At  the  breaking  up  of  the 
Eoman  Empire,  when,  within  the  territory  formerly  dominated  by  Rome, 
distinct  nationalities,  with  distinct  usages  and  laws,  were  introduced,  it 
was  not  attempted  to  extend  over  races  so  diverse,  and  with  such  strongly 
variant  traditions,  a  jurisprudence  which  would  apply  equally  to  ail 
dwelling  within  the  same  territorial  limits.  Hence,  while  the  invading 
nations  who  settled  within  the  old  Eoman  boundaries  retained  each 
their  own  usages  and  laws,  there  was  no  attempt  to  break  down  the 
usages  and  laws  by  which  the  Romans  were  personally  governed.  From 
this  sprang  up  the  system  of  what  is  called  "personal''  law;  t.  c,  law 
which  derives  its  character  not  from  locality,  but  from  race.  In  mod- 
ern Europe  "  personal'^  law  has  been  almost  entirely  superseded  by  "  ter- 
ritoriaF  law;  ♦.  6,,  law  imposed  by  the  sovereign  of  the  territory  upon 
all  who  occupy  it.  Few  exceptions  are  now  recognized  in  Europe.  The 
chief  of  these  are  those  which  in  certain  countries  impose  disabilities  on 
Jews.  {Infra,  §  65.)  In  the  United  States  we  have  a  remarkable  excep- 
tion, as  will  hereafter  be  more  fully  seen,  in  the  Indian  race  (see  infra 
§208).  The  members  of  that  race,  when  dispersed  in  the  general  pop- 
ulation, are  governed,  as  are  the  persons  about  them,  by  "territorial'' 
law;  t.  e.j  the  law  of  the  land  which  they  occupy.  When,  however  they 
are  collected  in  tribal  reservations,  they  are  governed,  at  least  in'part, 
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by  the  law  of  their  tribe.  With  this  exception,  all  persons  resident 
in  the  United  States  are  equally  subject  to  the  law  of  the  particular  part 
of  the  country  in  which  they  reside.  But  this  "  territorial"  law  is  itself 
modified  by  the  followiuij  conditions: 

(1)  Persons  who,  though  residing  on  our  soil,  are  domiciled  in  another 
coontry,  are  subject,  so  far  as  concerns  personal  taxation,  legitimacy, 
and  the  distribution  of  their  personal  property  after  death,  to  the  law 
of  their  domicile,  and  not  to  the  law  of  their  temporary  residence.  Dom- 
icile, not  temporary'  residence,  also  determines  the  jurisdiction  of  divorce 
proceedings,     (/n/.,  §  260.^.) 

(2)  The  law  that  determines  the  mode  of  solemnizing  marriage  is  that 
of  the  place  of  solemnization,     (iw/.,  §  200  ff.) 

(3)  "Territorial"  sovereignty,  while  absolute,  so  as  to  exclude,  except 
by  its  own  permission,  foreign  jurisprudences,  so  far  from  excluding  a 
distribution  of  power,  primarily  in  the  pe(^ple,  and  secondarily  in  sev- 
eral gradually  ascending  gr  co-ordinate  departments  of  government,  is 
in  all  modern  civilized  countries  so  distributed.  This  is  eminently  so 
in  the  United  States.     (Infra,  §  11.) 

On  the  general  question  of  *' territorial"  as  distinguished  from  "per- 
sonal" law  may  be  consulted  Maine's  Ancient  Law,  where  the  growth 
of  the  "territorial"  system  is  traced  at  large,  and  authorities  cited  in 
Whart.  Conf.  of  Laws,  §§  7,  8,  9,  84  jf. 


n.  DISCOVERT  THE  BASIS  OF  TITLE. 

S  2. 

[This  topic  in  reference  to  transmission  of  ludiau  titles,  is  discussed  infra  $  209 ;  as  to 

guauu  islands,  infra  $  310.  ] 

"  On  the  discovery  of  this  immense  continent  the  great  nations  of  Europe 
were  eager  to  appropriate  to  themselves  so  much  of  it  as  they  could 
respectively  acquire.  •  •  •  But,  as  they  were  all  in  pursuit  of  nearly 
the  same  object,  it  was  necessary,  in  order  to  avoid  conflicting  settle- 
ments, and  consequent  war  witb  each  other,  to  establish  a  principle 
which  all  should  acknowledge  as  the  law  by  which  the  right  of  acquisition, 
which  ttiey  all  asserted,  should  be  regulated  as  between  themselves. 
This  principle  was,  that  discovery  gave  title  to  the  Government  by  whose 
subjects  or  by  whose  authority  it  was  made  against  all  other  European 
Governments,  which  title  might  be  consummated  by  possession.  The 
exclusion  of  all  other  Europeans  necessarily  gave  to  the  nation  Tnaking 
the  discovery  the  sole  right  of  acquiring  the  soil  from  the  natives,  and 
establishing  settlements  upon  it.  It  was  a  right  with  which  no  European 
could  interfere.  It  was  a  right  which  all  asserted  for  themselves,  and 
to  the  assertion  of  which  by  others  all  assented.  *  •  *  While  the  dif- 
ferent nations  pf  Europe  respected  the  right  of  the  natives  as  occu- 
pants, they  asserted  the  ultimate  dominion  to  be  in  themselves,  and 
claimed  and  exercised  as  a  consequence  of  this  ultimate  (lominion  a 
power  to  grant  the  soil  while  yet  in  possession  of  the  natives.  These 
grants  have  been  understood  by  all  to  conv<\y  a  titl<»  to  the  grantees, 
subject  only  to  the  Indian  right  of  occupancy." 

Mi^rshi^,  C.  J.,  Johnson  v,  Mcintosh,  8  Wheat.,  57*2  j}\ 
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The  title  to  the  land  in  the  English-settled  colonies  in  this  country 
has  "been  granted  by  the  Crown  while  in  the  occupation  of  the  Indians. 
These  grants  purport  to  convey  the  soil  as  well  as  the  right  of  domin- 
ion to  the  grantees."  •  ♦  •  "  The  magnificent  purchase  of  Louisiana 
was  the  purchase  from  Prance  of  a  country  almost  entirely  occupied 
by  numerous  tribes  of  Indians  \t'ho  are,  in  fact,  independent.  Yet,  any 
attempt  of  others  to  intrude  into  that  country  would  be  considered  as 
an  aggression  which  would  justify  war.  Our  late  acquisitions  from 
Spain  are  of  the  same  character ;  and  tbe  negotiations  which  preceded 
those  acquisitions  recognize  and  elucidate  the  ])rinciple  which  has  been 
received  as  the  foundation  of  all  European  title  in  America.  The 
United  States,  then,  have  unequivocally  acceded  to  the  great  and  broad 
rule  by  which  its  civilized  inhabitants  now  hold  this  country.  They 
hold  and  assert  in  themselves  the  title  by  which  it  was  acquired.  They 
maintain,  as  all  others  have  maintained,  that  discovery  gave  an  exclu- 
sive right  to  extinguish  the  Indian  title  of  occupancy,  either  by  purchase 
or  by  conquest ;  and  gave  also  a  right  to  such  a  degree  of  sovereignty 
as  the  circumstances  of  the  people  would  allow  them  to  exercise." 
Hence  a  conveyance  of  title  to  lands  exclusively  derived  from  an  Indian 
tribe  northwest  of  the  Ohio  in  1773  and  1775  to  private  persons  conveys 
no  title. 

Marshall,  C. J.,  Johnson  v.  Mcintosh,  8  Wheat.,  543, 579, 587. 

The  rights  of  the  original  inhabitants  were  not  entirely  disregarded, 
but  were  necessarily,  to  a  considerable  extent,  impaired.  These  inhab- 
itants were  admitted  to  be  the  occupants  of  the  soil ;  but  their  rights  to 
complete  sovereignty,  as  independent  nations,  were  necessarily  dimin- 
ished, and  their  power  to  dispose  of  the  soil  at  their  own  will  was  denied 
by  the  original  fundamental  principle  that  discovery  gave  exclusive 
title  to  those  who  made  it. 

Johnson  v,  Mcintosh,  8  Wheat.,  543. 

So  far  as  respects  the  Crown  to  whose  authority  the  States  succeeded, 
no  distinction  was  taken  between  vacant  lands  and  lands  occupied  by 
the  Indians.  The  title,  subject  only  to  the  ri^ht  of  occupancy  by  the 
Indians,  was  admitted  to  be  in  the  King,  and  he  could  grant  tbe  lands 
away,  or  reserve  them  for  the  Indians. 

Ibid. :  see  United  States  v.  Fernandez,  10  Peters,  303. 
(See  i»/ra  209.) 

The  English  possessions  in  America  were  not  claimed  by  right  of  con- 
quest, but  of  discovery,  and  were  held  by  the  King,  as  the  representa- 
tive of  the  nation,  for  whose  benefit  the  discovery  was  made.  When 
the  revolution  took  place,  the  people  of  each  State,  in  their  sovereign 
character,  acquired  the  absolute  right  to  all  their  navigable  waters,  and 
the  soil  with  them. 

The  grant  from  Charles  II  to  the  Duke  of  York,  of  the  territory  which 
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now  forms  the  State  of  Kew  Jersey,  passed  to  the  Duke  the  soil  under 
the  navigable  waters  as  one  of  the  royalties  incident  to  the  powers  of 
government,  which  were  also  granted,  to  be  held  by  him  in  the  same 
manner  and  for  the  same  purposes  as  this  soil  had  been  previously  held 
by  the  Crown,  and  the  same  is  true  of  the  grantees  of  the  Duke.  And 
when  these  grantees  surrendered  to  the  Crown  all  the  powers  of  gov- 
ernment, the  title  to  the  soil  passed  to  the  Grown,  anil  at  the  Revolu- 
tion became  vested  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

Martin  v.  WaddeU,  16  Peters,  367. 

"How  far  the  mere  discovery  of  a  territory  which  is  either  unsettled, 
or  settled  only  by  savages,  gives  a  right  to  it,  is  a  question  which  neither 
the  law  nor  the  usages  of  nations  has  yet  definitely  settled.  The  opin- 
ions of- mankind,  upon  this  point,  have  undergone  very  great  changes 
with  the  progress  of  knowledge  and  civilization.  Yet  it  will  scarcely 
be  denied  that  rights  acquired  by  the  general  consent  of  civilized  na- 
tions, even  under  the  erroneous  views  of  an  unenlightened  age,  are 
protected  against  the  changes  of  opinion  resulting  merely  from  the 
more  liberal,  or  the  more  just,  views  of  after  times.  The  right  of  na- 
tions to  countries  discovered  in  the  sixteenth  century  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  law  of  nations  as  understood  at  that  time^  and  not  by  the 
improved  and  more  enlightened  oi)inion  of  three  centuries  later." 

Mr.  Up8bnr,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Everett,  Oct.  9,  1843.    MSS.  iDstrac.  Great 
Britain. 

'^  The  ground  taken  by  the  British  Government,  that  a  discovery  made 
by  a  private  individual,  in  the  prosecution  of  a  private  enterprise,  gives 
no  right,  cannot  be  allowed.  There  is  nothing  to  support  it,  either  in 
the  reason  of  the  case  or  in  the  law  and  usage  of  nations.  To  say  the 
least  of  it,  if  a  discovery  so  made  confers  no  right,  it  prevents  any 
other  nation  from  acquiring  a  right  by  subsequent  discovery,  although 
made  under  the  authority  of  Government,  and  with  an  express  view  to 
that  object.  In  no  just  acceptation  of  the  term  can  a  country  be  said 
to  be  '  discovered,'  if  its  existence  has  been  previously  ascertained  by 
actual  sight.  This  is  a  mere  question  of  fact,  which  a  private  person 
can  settle  as  well  as  a  public  agent.  But  be  this  as  it  may,  Meares 
himself  was  but  the  agent  of  a  private  trading  company,  without  any 
authority  whatever  from  his  Government,  so  that,  in  this  respect,  his 
discovery  stands  upon  no  better  ground  than  that  of  Captain  Gray.'' 

Ibid. 

"Now,  mere  lapse  of  time,  independent  of  legislation  or  positive 
agreement,  cannot  of  itself  either  give  or  destroy  title.  It  gives  title 
only  so  far  as  it  creates  a  presumi)tion,  equivalent  to  proof,  that  a  title 
exists,  derived  from  higher  sources :  it  destroys  title  only  because  it . 
crejites  a  like  presumption  that,  whatever  the  title  may  have  been,  it 
has  been  transferred  or  abandoned.    Thus  it  is  merely  evidence  and 
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Tiothin|]f  more.    It  creates  a  presumption  equivalent  to  fall  proof.     But 
it  differs  from  proof  in  this,  tliat  proof  is  conclusive  and  final,  whereas 
presnmption  is  conclusive  only  until  it  is  met  by  counter-proof,  or  a 
stronger  (jounter-presumption." 
Ibid. 

"  That  continuity  furnishes  a  just  foundation  for  a  claim  of  territory, 
in  connection  with  those  of  discovery  and  occupation,  would  seem  un- 
questionable. It  is  admitted  by  all,  that  neither  of  them  is  limited  by 
the  precise  spotdis(;overed  or  occupied.  It  is  evident  that>,  in  order  to 
make  either  available,  it  must  extend  at  least  some  distance  beyond  that 
actually  discovered  or  occupied  ;  but  how  far,  as  an  abstract  question, 
is  a  matter  of  uncertainty.  It  is  subject,  in  each  case,  to  be  influenced 
by  a  variety  of  considerations.  In  the  case  of  an  island,  it  has  been 
usually  maintained  in  i)ractice,to  extend  the  claim  of  discovery  or  occu- 
l>ancy  to  the  whole ;  so  likewise  in  the  case  of  a  river,  it  has  been  usual 
to  extend  them  to  the  entire  region  drained  by  it,  more  especially  in  cases 
of  a  discovery  and  settlement  at  the  mouth ;  and  emphatically  so  when 
accompanied  by  exploration  of  the  river  and  region  through  which  it 
flows.  Such,  it  is  believed,  may  be  affirmed  to  be  the  opinion  and  prac- 
tice, in  such  cases,  since  the  discovery  of  this  continent.  How  far  the 
claim  of  continuity  may  extend  in  other  cases,  is  less  perfectly  defined, 
and  can  be  settled  only  by  reference  to  the  circumstances  attending 
each.  When  this  continent  was  first  discovered, -Spain  claimed  the 
whole,  in  virtue  of  the  grant  of  the  Pope;  but  a  claim  so  extrav- 
agant and  unreasonable  was  not  acquiesced  in  by  other  countries, 
and  could  not  be  long  maintained.  Other  nations,  especially  Eng- 
land and  France,  at  an  early  period  contested  her  claim.  They 
fitted  out  voyages  of  discovery,  and  made  settlements  on  the  eastern 
coast  of  North  America.  They  claimed  for  their  settlements,  usually, 
specific  limits  along  the  coasts  or  bays  on  which  they  were  founded; 
and,  generally,  a  region  of  corresponding  width  extending  across  the 
entire  continent  to  the  Pacific  Ocean.  Such  was  the  character  of  the 
limits  assigned  by  England  in  the  charter  which  she  granted  to  her  for- 
mer colonies,  now  the  United  States,  when  there  were  no  special  reasons 
for  varying  from  it.  Ilow  strong  she  regarded  her  claim  to  the  region 
conveyed  by  these  charters  and  extending  westward  of  her  settlements, 
the  war  between  her  and  France,  which  was  terminated  by  the  treaty 
of  Paris,  in  17()3,  furnishes  a  striking  illustration.  That  great  contest, 
which  ended  so  gloriously  for  England,  and  effected  so  great  and  dura- 
ble a  change  on  this  continent,  commenced  in  a  conflict  between  her 
claims  and  those  of  France,  resting,  on  her  side,  on  this  very  right  of 
continuity,  extending  westward  from  her  settlements  to  the  Pacific 
Ocean;  and,  on  the  part  of  France,  on  the  same  right,  but  extending 
to  the  region  drained  by  the  Mississippi  and  its  waters,  on  the  ground 
of  settlement  and  exploration.    Their  respective  claims,  which  led  to 
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the  warj  first  clashed  on  the  river  Ohio,  the  waters  of  which  the  col- 
onial charters,  in  their  western  extension,  covered ;  but  which  France 
had  been  nnqaestionably  the  first  to  settle  and  explore.  If  the  rel- 
ative strength  of  these  different  claims  may  be  tested  by  the  result 
of  that  remarkable  contest,  that  of  continuity  westward  must  be  pro- 
nounced to  be  the  stronger  of  the  two.  England  has  had  at  least  the 
advantage  of  the  result,  and  would  seem  to  be  foreclosed  against  con- 
testing the  principle,  particularly  as  against  us,  who  contributed  so 
much  to  that  result,  and  on  whom  that  contest  and  her  example  and 
pretensions,  from  the  first  settlement  of  our  country,  have  contributed 
to  impress  it  so  deeply  and  indelibly.  But  the  treaty  of  1763,  which 
terminated  that  memorable  and  eventful  struggle,  yielded,  as  has  been 
stated,  the  claim  and  all  the  chartered  rights  of  the  colonies  beyond 
the  Mississippi.  The  seventh  article  establishes  that  river  as  the  perma- 
nent boundary  between  the  possessions  of  Great  Britain  and  France  on 
this  continent."  This  treaty,  Mr.  Calhoun  proceeded  to  argue,  trans- 
ferred to  France  the  title  of  Great  Britain  to  the  country  west  of  the 
Mississippi,  which  title  passed  from  France  to  the  United  States  by  the 
treaty  ceding  Louisiana.  Mr.  Calhoun  then  maintained  that  Spain's 
title  to  the  region  west  of  the  Kocky  Mountains,  based  on  discovery, 
was  transferred  to  the  United  States,  by  cession  from  Spain  to  France, 
and  then  from  France  to  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Calhoun,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Pakenham,  September  3, 1844,  MSS.  Notes. 
Great  Britaiir;  5  Calhoun's  Works,  432. 

'^Discovery  alone  is  not  enough  to  give  dominion  and  jurisdiction  to 
the  sovereign  or  government  of  the  nation  to  which  the  discoverer  be- 
longs; such  discovery  must  be  followed  by  possession.  'AH  man- 
kind,' says  that  eminent  and  impartial  writer  on  international  law,Yat- 
tel,  ^have  an  equal  right  to  things  that  have  not  yet'  fallen  into  the 
possession  of  any  one,  and  those  things  belong  to  the  person  who  first 
takes  possession  of  them.  When,  therefore,  a  nation  finds  a  country 
uninhabited  and  without  an  owner,  it  may  lawfully  take  possession  of 
it  'y  and  after  it  has  sufficiently  made  known  its  will  in  this  respect,  it 
cannot  be  deprived  of  it  by  another  nation.'  *  Thus,'  continues  the 
Heamed  author,  '  navigators  going  on  voyages  of  discovery,  furnished 
with  a  commission  from  their  sovereign,  and  meeting  with  islands  or 
other  lands  in  a  desert  state,  have  taken  possession  of  them  in  the  name 
of  their  nation,  and  this  title  has  been  usually  respected,  provided  it 
was  soon  after  followed  by  a  real  possession.'  ( Vattel,  Ch.  XVIII,  page 
98,  Philadelphia  edition,  1849.)" 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Preston,  Deo.  31,  1872.    MSS.  Notes  Hayti. 

**The  fact  that  the  discoveries  of  an  American  citizen  first  revealed 
the  importance  of  the  Congo  country  seems  to  justify  this  Uovernment 
in  claiming  a  special  influence  upon  the  determination  of  the  questions 
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touching  all  foreign  arrangements  for  the  administration  of  that  region, 
especially  as  to  its  commerce.'* 

Mr.  Frelinghayeen,  Sec.  of  State,  Let.  to  Mr.  Chandler,  Nov.  2C,  1884,  MS8.  Dom. 
Let. 

See  farther  as  to  Congo  and  other  explorations,  infra,  ^  51. 

As  to  territoriality  of  rivers,  see  infrUf  $  30. 

As  to  title  to  derelict  or  unappropriated  guano  islands,  based  on  discovery,  see 
infra,  J  310. 

As  to  title  of  island  to  San  Juan,  Pnget  Sound,  on  the  northwestern  coast,  see  Mr. 
Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Lord  Lyons,  October  22,  1859,  MSS.  Notes,  Great  Brit- 
ain ;  as  to  temporary  joint  occupancy  of  same  island,  see  Mr.  Trescot,  Acting 
.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Irvine,  August  18,  1860,  Id. ;  House  Ex.  Doc  No.  77, 
Thirty-sixth  Congress,  first  session;  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  10,  Thirty- sixth 
Congress,  first  session ;  Senate  £x.  Doc.  No.  29,  Fortieth  Congress,  second 
session.     See  also  50  Brit,  and  For.  State  Papers,  1859-'60,  p.  796. 

A  '^  Memoir,  Historical  and  Political,  on  the  Northwest  Coast  of  North  America 
and  its  adjacent  territories,  illustrated  by  a  map,  &c.,  by  Robert  Greenhow^ 
translator  and  librarian  to  the  Department  of  State,''  228  pages,  is  given  in 
Senate  Document  No.  174,  Twenty-sixth  Congress,  first  session. 

As  to  title  of  Key  Verd  Island,  latitude  22^  15'  north,  longitude  75<^  10"  west  from 
Greenwich,  see  Senate  Reports  of  Committees  No.  280,  Thirty-sixth  Congrc 
first  session. 


XXL  CONQUERED  TEBBITOBT  SUBJECT  TO  TEMPOBABT MILITARY  CON- 

TBOL. 

§  3. 

By  the  conquest  and  military  occapation  of  a  portion  of  the  territory 
of  the  United  States  by  a  pablic  enemy,  that  portion  is  to  be  deemed  a 
foreign  country  so  far  as  respects  our  revenue  laws. 

Ui  S.  V.  Rice,  4  Wheat.,  246. 

The  holding  of  a  conquered  territory  is  regarded  as  a  mere  military 
occupation  until  its  fate  shall  be  determined  at  the  treaty  of  peace.  If 
it  be  ceded  by  the  treaty,  the  acquisition  is  confirmed,  and  the  ceded 
territory  becomes  a  part  of  the  nation  to  which  it  is  annexed,  either  on 
the  terms  stipulated  in  the  treaty  of  cession,  or  on  such  as  its  new  mas- 
ter shall  impose.  On  such  a  transfer  of  territory  it  has  never  been  held 
that  the  relations  of  the  inhabitants  with  each  other  undergo  any  change. 
Their  relations  with  their  former  sovereign  are  dissolved,  and  new  re- 
lations are  created  between  them  and  the  Government  which  has  ac- 
quired their  territory.  The  same  act  which  transfers  their  country 
transfers  the  allegiance  of  those  who  remain  in  it;  and  the  law,  which 
may  be  denominated  political,  is  necessarily  changed,  although  that 
which  regulates  the  intercourse  and  general  conduct  of  individuals  re- 
mains in  force  until  altered  by  the  newly-created  power  of  the  state. 

American  Xnsarance  Co.  v.  Canter,  1  Peters,  511.     See  infra  ^  187-S. 

By  the  conquest  and  military  occupation  of  Castine  by  the  British  on 
September  1, 1814,  that  territory  passed  under  the  temporary  allegiance 
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and  sovereignty  of  the  enemy.  The  sovereignty  of  the  United  States 
over  the  territory  was  suspended  during  such  occupation,  so  that  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  could  not  be  rightfully  enforced  there,  or  be 
obligatory  upon  the  inhabitants  who  remained  and  submitted  to  the 
conquerors.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  a  territory  conquered  by  an  en- 
emy is  not  to  be  considered  as  incorporated  into  the  dominions  of  that 
enemy,  without  a  renunciation  in  a  treaty  of  peace,  or  a  long  and  per- 
manent possession.  Until  such  incorporation,  it  is  still  entitled  to  the 
full  benefit  of  the  law  of  postliminy. 

U.  8.  V,  Hay  ward,  2  Gall.,  4b5.  • 

The  capture  and  occupation  of  Tampico,  by  the  arms  of  the  United 
States,  during  the  war  with  Mexico,  though  sufficient  to  cause  it  to  be 
regarded  b^  other  nations  as  part  or  our  territory,  did  not  make  it  a 
part  of  the  United  States  undier  Oi:r  constitution  and  laws ;  it  remained 
a  Ibreign  country  within  the  meaning  of  the  revenue  laws  of  the  United 
Slates. 

Fleming  r.  Page,  9  Howard,  603. 

The  port  of  San  Francisco  was  conquered  by  the  United  States  as 
early  as  1846.  "Shortly  afterward,  the  United  States  had  military  pos- 
session of  all  of  Upper  California.  Early  in  1847,  the  President,  as 
constitutional  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  Army  and  Navy,  authorized 
the  military  and  naval  commander  of  our  forces  in  California  to  excer- 
cise  the  belligerent  rights  of  a  conqueror,  and  to  form  a  civil  govern- 
ment for  the  conquered  country,  and  to  impose  duties  on  imports  and 
tonnage  a^  military  contributions  for  the  support  of  the  Government 
and  of  the  army  which  had  the  conquest  in  possession.  *  •  *  No 
one  can  doubt  that  these  orders  of  the  President,  and  the  action  of  our 
Array  and  Navy  commander  in  conformity  with  them,  were  according 
to  the  law  of  arms  and  the  right  of  conquest,  or  that  they  were  opera- 
tive, until  the  ratification  and  exchange  of  a  treaty  of  peace.  Such 
would  be  the  case  by  the  law  of  nations  in  respect  to  war  and  peace  be- 
tween nations.    In  this  instance  it  is  recognized  by  the  treaty  itself 

Cross  V,  Harrison,  16  Howard,  190. 

The  pbwers  of  such  military  courts  do  not  necessarily  terminate  with 
cessation  of  hostilities,  if  the  conquering  power  retains  the  sovereignty 
of  the  conquered  territory ;  and  suits  pending  in  such  courts  may,  on 
the  organization  of  civil  government,  be  transferred  by  statute  to  tlie 
new  courts  so  organized. 

Leitensdorfer  v.  Webb,  20  Howard,  176. 

The  proclamation  of  General  Butler  at  New  Orleans,  dated  the  1st 
and  published  on  the  Gth  of  May,  1862,  announcing  that  "  all  rights  of 
property''  would  be  held  "inviolate,  subject  only  to  the  laws  of  the 
United  States" ;  and  that  "  all  foreigners  not  naturalized,  claiming  alle- 
giance to  their  respective  governments,  and  not  having  made  oath  of 
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allegiance  to  the  government  of  the  Confederate  States/'  would  be 
'^protected  in  their  persons  and  property  as  heretofore  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,''  did  but  reiterate  the  rules  established  by  the 
legislative  and  executive  action  of  the  National  Government ;  and  ves- 
sels and  cargoes  belonging  to  citizens  of  New  Orleans,  or  neutrals  re- 
siding there,  and  not  affected  by  any  attempts  to  run  the  blockade,  or 
by  any  act  of  hostility  against  the  United  States,  were  protected  by 
that  proclamation,  though  such  persons,  by  being  identified  with  the 
enemy  by  long  voluntary  residence  and  business  relations,  may  have 
been  ^''enemies"  within  the  meaning  of  the  expression  as  us^d  in  public 
law. 

The  Venice,  2  Wallace,  258. 

• 

A  conqueror  has  a  right  to  displace  the  pre-existing  authority  and 
to  assume,  to  such  extent  as  he  may  deem  proper,  the  exercise  by  him- 
self of  all  powers  and  functions  of  government.  He  may  appoint  all 
the  necessary  officers  and  clothe  them  with  designated  powers,  larger 
or  smaller,  according  to  his  pleasure,  and  he  may  prescribe  the  revenues 
to  be  paid,  and  apply  them  to  his  own  use  or  otherwise.  There  is 
no  limit  to  the  powers  that  may  be  exerted  in  such  cases,  save  those 
which  are  found  in  the  laws  and  usages  of  war,  as  settled  by  the  law  of 
nations. 

New  Orleans  v.  Steamship  Company,  20  Wallace,  387. 

This  subject,  in  reference  to  the  invader's  right  to  property  seized  by  him,  is  dis- 
cussed infra* i $  338 /. 

*'  By  the  law  of  nations  a  conquered  territory  is  subject  to  be  gov- 
erned by  the  conqueror  during  his  military  possession,  and  until  there 
is  either  a  treaty  of  peace,  or  he  shall  voluntarily  withdraw  from  it.  The 
old  civil  government  being  necessarily  superseded,  it  is  the  right  and 
duty  of  the  conqueror  to  secure  his  conquest,  and  to  provide  for  the 
fnaiutenance  of  civil  order  and  the  rights  of  the  inhabitants.  This 
right  has  been  exercised  and  this  duty  performed  by  our  military  and 
naval  commanders,  by  the  establishment  of  temporary  governments  in 
some  of  the  conquered  provinces  in  Mexico,  assimilating  them  as  far  as 
practicable  to  the  free  institutions  of  our  own  country.  In  the  prov- 
inces of  New  Mexico,  and  of  the  Califomias,  little  if  any  further  resist- 
ance is  apprehended  from  the  inhabitants  to  the  temporary  govern- 
ments which  have  thus,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case  and  according  to 
the  laws  of  war,  been  established.  It  may  be  proper  to  provide  for 
the  security  of  these  important  conquests  by  making  an  adequate  ap- 
propriation for  purpose  of  erecting  fortifications  and  defraying  the  ex- 
penses necessarily  incident  to  the  maintenance  of  our  possession  and 
authority  over  them. " 

President  Polk's  second  annual  message,  1846.     See  infra  $$  353,  JT. 

"In  prosecuting  a  foreign  war  thus  duly  declared  by  Congress,  we 
have  the  right,  by  conquest  and  military  occupation,  to  acquire  posses- 
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sion  of  the  territories  of  the  enemy,  and,  during  the  war,  to  exercise 
the  fullest  rights  of  sovereignty  over  it.  The  sovereignty  of  the  enemy 
is  in  such  case  'suspended,'  and  his  laws  can  'no  longer  be  rightfully 
enforced'  over  the  conquered  territory,  *or  be  obligatory  upon  the  inhab- 
itants who  remain  and  submit  to  the  conqueror.  By  the  surrender  the 
inhabitants  pass  under  a  temporary  allegiance'  to  the  conqueror,  and 
are  Abound  by  such  laws,  and  such  only,  as'  he  may  choose  to  recognize 
and  impose.  'From  the  nature  of  the  case,  no  other  laws  could  be  obli- 
gatory upon  them;  for  where  there  is  no  protection,  or  allegiance,  or 
sovereignty,  there  can  be  no  claim  to  obedience.'  These  are  well-estab- 
lished principles  of  the  laws  of  war,  as  recognized  and  practised  by 
civilized  nations ;  and  they  have  been  sanctioned  by  the  highest  judicial 
tribunal  of  our  own  country." 

President  Polk's  special  message,  Jaly  24,  1848. 

The  conqueror  possesses  the  right  to  prescribe  the  limitations  of  his 
conquest  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  peace. 

2  Op.,  321,  Berrien,  1830. 

The  conquest  of  a  country,  or  a  portion  of  a  country,  by  a  public 
enemy  entitles  such  enemy  to  the  sovereignty  as  far  as  his  conquest 
extends,  and  gives  him  dominion  as  long  as  he  retains  his  military  pos- 
session. 

9  Op.,  140,  Black,  1858. 

The  inhabitants  who  remain  and  submit,  and  strangers  who  go  there 
daring  the  occupation,  must  take  the  law  from  the  rtiler  de  factOj  and 
not  from  the  government  dejure,  which  has  been  expelled;  and  when 
the  former  government  resumes  possession,  whether  by  force  or  by 
treaty,  it  cannot  call  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  a  third  nation  to  account 
for  obeying  the  authority  which  was  temporarily  supreme. 

Ibid.    As  to  effect  of  cessation  of  hostilities',  see  infraj  $  355.    As  to  de  facto 
governments,  see  infra,  $  7. 

rV.  CONQUERED,   ANNEXED,    OB    DIVIDED    TERRITORY  RETAINS    ITS 

PRIOR  MUNICIPAL  INSTITUTIONS, 

§  4. 

A  mere  change  of  sovereignty  does  not  produce  any  change  in  private 
rights  of  property  in  the  soil,  whether  the  interest  was  acquired  by  law 
under  a  grant  from  the  State  or  by  individual  contract. 

Mutual  Assurance  Society  v.  Watts,  1  Wheat.,  279. 

Had  Florida  changed  its  sovereign  by  an  act  containing  no  stipulation 
resjiecting  the  property  of  individuals,  the  right  of  property  in  all  those 
who  became  subjects  or  citizens  of  the  new  government  would  have 
been  unaffected  by  the*  change. 

U.  S.  V.  Percheman.  7  Peters,  51. 
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The  second  article  of  the  treaty  between  the  United  Statics  and  Spain, 
of  Febmary  22, 1819,  by  which  His  Catholic  Majesty  ceded  to  the  United 
States,  in  full  property  and  sovereignty,  all  the  territories,  &c.,  did  not 
operate  to  affect  the  titles  of  individuals  to  portions  of  the  ceded  terri- 
tory. The  provision  in  the  eighth  article  for  the  confirmation  of  all 
grants  made  before  a  certain  time  <^  by  His  Catholic  Majesty  or  his 
lawful  authorities,"  &c.,  did  not  enlarge  the  cession ;  and  under  it  grants 
made  by  a  governor,  generally  authorized  to  grant  lands,  are  not  only 
prima  facie  valid,  but  binding  until  disavowed,  even  if  there  was  power 
in  the  Crown  to  disavow  it. 

United  States  r.  Clarke,  8  Peters,  436. 

But  an  order  of  survey  made  by  the  governor  after  January  24, 1819, 
was  void  under  the  treaty. 

Ibid,    Supra,  $  5a. 

The  sovereign  who  acquires  an  inhabited  territory  acquires  full  do- 
minion over  it,  but  this  dominion  does  not  divest  the  vested  rights  of 
individuals  to  property. 

DelassQS  v.  United  States,  9  Peters,  117;  Mitchel  v.  Uniied  States,  ibid.,  711; 
U.  S.  V,  Percbeman,  7  ibid,,  51. 

By  the  law  of  nations  the  rights  and  property  of  the  inhabitants  are 
protected,  even  in  the  case  of  a  conquered  country,  and  held  sacred  and 
inviolable  when  it  is  ceded  by  treaty,  with  or  without  any  stipulation  to 
such  effect;  and  the  laws,  whether  in  writing  or  evidenced  by  the  usage 
and  customs  of  the  conquered  or  ceded  country,  continue  in  force  till 
altered  by  the  new  sovereign. 

Strotber  r.  Lncas,  12  Peters,  410. 

Everj'  nation  acquiring  territory,  by  treaty  or  otherwise,  must  hold  it 
subject  to  the  constitution  and  laws  of  its  own  government,  and  not 
according  to  those  of  the  government  ceding  it. 

PuU«rd*s  Lessee  r.  Hagan,  3  Howard,  212. 

The  rights  and  i>owers  of  sovereignty  of  a  nation  over  its  territory 
cease  on  the  transfer  of  that  sovei'eignty  to  another  government  by  a 
cession  of  the  territory'.  The  power  to  preserve  peace  and  order  may 
remain  in  the  officers  previously  appointed  by  the  ceding  state  until 
the  actual  presence  of  the  agents  of  the  succiHHiing  government, but  this 
di>es  not  im{>ly  that  sovereign  power  remains  in  the  former  nation. 

r.  S.  r.  Reyiu^s,  i>  Howan).  127  ;  Davis  r.  Concordia,  id,,  2H) ;  U.  S.  r.  jyAutorive, 
lOHowanl.  t^>i>;  MontauU  r.  T.  S,,  12  id,.  47. 

It  is  true  that  in  a  tn^aty  for  the  cession  of  territory,  its  national 
chan^oter  in^ntinues  for  all  commercial  purposes,  but  full  sovereignty 
for  the  exercise  of  it  di>es  not  pa^  to  the  nation  to  which  it  is  trans- 
ferred until  actual  delivery.  But  it  is  also  tru«  that  the  exercise  of 
sovereignty  by  the  ceding  coontiy  ceases,  except  for  strictly  municipal 
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purposes,  especially  for  granting  lands.  And  for  the  same  reason  iu 
both  cases,  because  after  tbe  treaty  is  made  there  is  not  in  either  the 
union  of  possession  and  the  right  to  the  territory  which  must  concur  to 
give  plenum  dominium  et  utile.  To  give  that  there  must  be  the  jus  in 
rem  and  thi^jus  in  re,  or  what  is  called  in  the  common  law  of  England 
the  juris  et  seisinae  conjunctio. 

Davis  V.  Concordia^  9  HowaM,  280.     Ivfraj  $  5a. 

When  Florida  was  ceded  to  the  United  States  and  possession  of  it 
had  actually  been  taken  it  was  held  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
whose  opinion  was  sanctioned  by  the  Attorney-General,  that,  under 
our  revenue  laws,  its  ports  must  be  regarded  as  foreign  until  they  were 
established  as  domestic  by  an  act  of  Congress. 

Fleming  r.  Page,  9  Howard,  603. 

In  cases  of  conquest,  among  civilized  countries,  having  established 
laws  of  property,  the  rule  is  that  laws,  usages,  and  municipal  regula- 
tions iu  Ibrce  at  the  time  of  the  conquest  remain  in  force  until  changed 
by  the  new  sovereign. 

U.  S.  17.  Power's  heira.  11  Howard,  570;  U.  S.  v.  Heirs  of  RiUieux,  14  id.,  189. 

Spanish  laws  prevailing  in  Louisiana  before  its  cession,  and  affecting 
titles  to  lands  there,  must  be.  judicially  noticed  by  the  court.  Their 
existence  is  not  matter  of  fact  to  be  tried  by  a  jury. 

U.  S.  t.  Turner,  11  Howard,  663. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  territory  has  been  ceded  by  one  sovereignty  to 
another  does  not  open  it  to  a  free  commercial  intercourse  with  the 
world  as  a  matter  of  course  until  the  new  possessor  has  prescribed  by 
legislation  some  terms  upon  which  intercourse  may  be  conducted. 

Cross  r.  Harrisou,  16  Howard,  164. 

The  general  principle  is  undisputed  that  the  division  of  an  empire 
works  no  forfeiture  of  a  right  of  property  previously  acquired. 

Jones  V.  McMasters,  20  Howard,  8. 

When  New  Mexico  was  conquered  by  the  United  States,  it  wa«  only 
the  allegiance  of  the  people  that  was  changed ;  their  relation  to  each 
other  and  their  rights  of  property  remained  undisturbed. 

Leitensdorfcr  et  al.  v.  Webb,  20  Howard,  176. 

The  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  passing  upon  the  rights  of  the 
inhabitants  of  CalTfornia  to  the  property  they  claim  under  grants 
from  the  Spanish  and  Mexican  governments,  must  be  governed  by  the 
stipulations  of  the  treaty,  the  law  of  nations,  the  laws,  usages,  and 
customs  of  the  former  government,  the  principles  of  equity,  and  the 
decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court,  so  far  as  they  are  applicable. 

U.  S.  V.  Angnisola,  1  Wallace,  352. 
As  to  Mexican  titles,  se^  infra  $  58. 
Aa  to  treaty  stipulations  with  Spain,  see  infra  $  161. 
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The  cessioD  of  California  to  the  TJDited  States  did  not  impair  the 
rights  of  private  property.  Those  rights  are  consecrated  by  the  hiw 
of  nations  and  protected  by  the  treaty  of  Gaadalape- Hidalgo. 

U.  S.  V.  Moreno,  1  WaUace,  400. 

As  to  treaty  of  Guadalupe-Hidalgo,  see  infra  $  154. 

After  conqaest  such  of  the  habitants  as  do  not  remain  and  become 
citizens  of  the  victorious  sovereign,  bat,  on  the  contrary,  adhere  to 
their  old  allegiance  and  continue  in  the  service  of  the  vanquished 
sovereign,  deprive  themselves  of  protection  or  security  to  their  proper- 
ty, except  so  far  as  it  may  be  secured  by  treaty.  Hence,  where,  on 
such  a  conquest,  a  treaty  provided  that  the  former  inhabitants  who 
wished  to  adhere  in  allegiance  to  their  vanquished  sovereign  might  sell 
their  i)roperty,  provided  they  sold  it  to  a  certain  class  of  persons  and 
within  a  time  named,  the  property,  if  not  so  sold,  became  abandoned 
to  the  conqueror. 

U.  S.  V.  Repentigny,  5  Wallace,  211. 

Ab  to  naturalization  by  territorial  change,  see  infra  $  187. 

The  treaty  of  Guadalupe-Hidalgo,  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  did  not  divest  the  pueblo,  existing  at  the  site  of  the  city  of  San 
Francisco,  of  any  rights  of  property,  or  alter  the  character  of  the  inter- 
ests it  may  have  held  in  any  lands  under  the  former  government.  It 
makes  no  distinction  in  the  protection  it  provides  between  the  property 
of  individuals  and  that  held  by  towns  under  the  Mexican  Government 

Townsend  v.  Greeley,  5  Wallace,  326.    See  infraf  $  152. 

By  the  law  of  nations  a  change  of  government  does  not  affect  pre- 
existing rights  of  property. 

U,  S.  V.  Roselius  et  aL,  15  Howard,  36 ;  Strother  v.  Lucas,  12  Peters,  412 ;  Dent  v. 
Emmeger,  14  WaUace,  308. 

This  rule  does  not  extend  to  mere  inchoate  rights  of  property,  such 
as  are  of  imperfect  obligation  and  aflTect  only  the  conscience  of  the  new 
sovereign. 

"     Dent  V.  Emmeger,  14  Wallace,  308. 

Titles  which  were  perfect  before  the  cession  of  Louisiana  to  the  United 
States  continued  so  afterwards,  and  were  in  no  wise  affected  by  the 
change  of  sovereignty.  The  treaty  so  provided,  and  such  would  have 
been  the  effect  of  the  princij^les  of  the  law  of  nations  if  the  treaty  had 
contained  no  provision  on  the  subject. 

United  States  v,  Roselius,  15  Howard,  31 ;  Strotlier  v.  Lucas,  12  Peters,  412 ; 

Dent  V,  Emmeger,  14  Wallace,  308. 
(As  to  operation  of  treaties  annexing  Louisiana,  see  tn/ro,  $  148;   annexing 

Florida,  infra,  $  IGl ;  annexing  Califoniia  and  New  Mexico,  if^fra,  J  154.) 

After  the  surrender  of  IN'ew  Orleans  to  General  Butler,  and  the  issu- 
ing of  his  proclamation  of  May  1,  18G2,  declaring  that  "  all  rights  of 
property  of  whatever  kind  will  be  held  inviolate,  subject  only  to  the 
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laws  of  the  United  States,''  private  property  in  the  district  under  his 
command  was  not  subject  to  military  seizure  as  booty  of  war,  though 
not  exempt  from  confiscation  under  the  acts  of  Congress  as  enemies' 
property,  if  in  truth  it  was  such. 

Planters'  Bank  v.  Union  Bank,  16  Wallace,  483. 

The  division  of  a  country  and  the  maintenance  of  independent  gov- 
ernments over  its  diflferent  parts  do  not  of  themselves  divest  the  rights 
which  the  citizens  of  either  have  to  property  situate  within  the  terri- 
tory of  the  other. 

Airbartv.  Massieu,  98  U.  S.,  491. 

A  Mexican  was  not,  by  the  revolution  which  resulted  in  the  independ- 
ence of  Texas,  or  by  her  constitution  of  March  17, 1836,  or  her  laws  sub- 
sequently enacted,  divested  of  his  title  to  lands  in  that  State,  but  he 
retained  the  right  to  alienate  and  transmit  them  to  his  heirs,  and  the 
latter  are  entitled  to  sue  for  and  recover  them. 

Ibid. 

As  to  annexation  of  Texas,  see  infra,  ^^TZ,  154. 

The  general  principle  that  when  political  jurisdiction  and  legislative 
power  over  a  territory  are  transferred  from  one  sovereign  to  another, 
the  municipal  laws  of  the  territory' continue  in  force  until  abrogated  by 
the  new  sovereign,  is  applicable  as  to  territory  owned  by  the  United 
States,  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  which  is  ceded  to  them  by  a  State 
in  a  manner  not  provided  for  by  the  Constitution,  to  so  much  thereof  as 
is  not  used  by  the  United  States  for  its  forts,  buildings,  and  other  need- 
ftil  purposes. 

Chicago  and  Pacific  Railway  Co.  v,  McGlinn,  114  U.  S.,  542. 

The  State  of  Kansas  ceded  to  the  United  States  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  Fort  Leavenworth  Military  Reservation  within  that  State, 
then  and  previously  the  property  of  the  United  States.  At  the  time  of 
the  cession  a  State  law  was  in  force  in  Kansas  requiring  railroad  com- 
panies whose  road  was  not  inclosed  by  a  lawful  fence,  to  pay  to  the 
owners  of  all  animals  killed  or  wounded  by  the  engines  or  cars  of  the 
companies  the  fuU  value  of  the  animals  killed  and  the  full  damage  to 
those  wounded,  whether  the  killing  or  wounding  was  caused  by  negli- 
gence or  not.  It  was  ruled  in  the  Supreme  Court  that  this  act  remained 
in  force  in  the  reservation  after  the  cession. 

Ibid, 

"  I  iHiderstand  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  the  case  of  Harrison  v.  Cross  (16  Howard,  164-202)  to  declare  its 
opinion  that  upon  the  addition  to  the  United  States  of  new  territory  by 
conquest  and  cession,  the  acts  regulating  foreign  commerce  attach  to 
and  take  effect  within  such  territory  ipso  fcicto.  and  without  any  fresh 
act  of  legislation  expressly  givingsuch  extension  to  the  pre-existing  laws. 
I  can  see  no  reason  for  a  discrimination  in  this  respect  between  acts 
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regulating  foreign  commerce  and  the  laws  regulating  intercourse  with 
the  Indian  tribes.  There  is,  indeed,  a  strong  analogy  in  the  two  sub- 
jects. The  Indians,  if  not  foreigners,  are  not  citizens,  and  their  tribes 
have  the  character  of  dependent  nations  under  the  protection  of  this 
Government.  As  Chief-Justice  Marshall  remarks,  delivering  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Worcester  v.  The  State  of  Georgia  (6  Petei-s, 
557)  ^  the  treaties  and  laws  of  the  United  States  contemplate  the  In- 
dian territory  as  completely  separated  from  that  of  the  States,  and  pro- 
vide that  all  intercourse  with  them  shall  be  carried  on  exclusively  by 
the  Government  of  the  Union.' 

"  The  same  clause  of  the  Constitution  invests  Congress  with  power 
to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  *  •  *  and  with  the 
Indian  tribes.' 

"  The  act  of  June  30,  1834  (4  Stat.,  729),  defines  the  '  Indian  country* 
as,  in  fact,  '  all  that  part  of  the  United  States  west  of  the  Mississippi 
and  not  within  the  States  of  Missouri  and  Louisiana,  or  the  Territory 
of  Arkansas.'  This,  by  a  happy  elasticity  of  expression,  widening  as 
our  domain  widens,  includes  the  territory  ceded  by  Eussia." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Schotield,  Jan.  30,  1869,  MSS.  Dom.  Let. 
For  an  elaborate  discuHsion  of  Spanish  titles  in  West  Florida,  see  report  of  Mr. 
Livingston,  Sec.  of  State,  to  President  Jackson,  Jane  12, 1832,  MSS.  Report 

book  Dep.  of  State.  • 

« 

^'But  the  decision  now  made  rests  on  an  alleged  rule  of  international 
law  which,  assumed,  as  it  now  is,  by  the  Government  of  Chili,  becomes 
a  proper  matter  of  discussion  between  ourselves  and  that  Government. 
It  is  asserted  by  the  Government  of  Chili  (for,  in  international  relations, 
and  the  maintenance  of  international  duties,  the  action  of  the  judiciary 
in  Chillis  to  be  treated,  when  assumed  by  the  Government,  as  the  act  ot 
the  Government)  that  a  sovereign,  when  occupying  aconquered  territory, 
has,  by  international  law,  the  right  to  test  titles  acquired  under  his  prede- 
cessor by  applying  to  them  his  own  municipal  law,  and  not  the  muni- 
cipal law  of  his  predecessor  under  which  they  vested.  The  true  prin- 
ciple, however,  is  expressed  in  the  following  passage  cited  in  the  me- 
morialist's brief : 

*'*But  the  right  of  conquest  cannot  affect  the  property  of  private 
persons ;  war  being  only  a  relation  of  state  to  state,  it  follows  that  one 
of  the  belligerents  who  makes  conquests  in  the  territory  of  the  other 
cannot  acquire  more  rights  than  the  one  for  whom  he  is  substituted ; 
and  that  thus,  as  the  invaded  or  conquered  state  did  not  possess  any 
right  over  private  property,  so  also  the  invader  or  conqueror  cannot 
legitimately  exercise  any  right  over  that  property.  Such  is  to-day  the 
public  law  of  Europe,  whose  nations  have  corrected  tlie  barbarism  of 
ancient  practices  which  place  i)rivate  as  well  as  public  property  under 
military  law.'  [C.  Massd,  Rapports  du  droit  des  gens  aveo  le  droit 
civil.     Vol.  I,  p.  123,  §  14^149.] 
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<^  This  doctrine  has  frequently  been  acted  on  in  the  United  States. 
Thus  it  has  been  held  by  the  Snpreme  Goart  that  when  'New  Mexico 
was  conquered  by  the  United  States,  it  was  only  the  allegiance  of  the 
I>eople  that  was  changed ;  their  relation  to  each  other,  and  their  rights 
of  property  remained  undisturbed.  [Leitensdorfer  v.  Webb,  20  How., 
176.] 

^^  The  same  has  been  held  as  to  California.  The  rights  acquired  under 
the  prior  Mexican  and  Spanish  law,  so  it  was  decided,  were  ^  consecrated 
by  the  law  of  nations.'  [U.  S.  v.  Moreno,  1  Wall.,  400.  See  U.  S.  v. 
Auguisola,  1  Wall.,  352;  Townsend  v.  Greeley,  5  Wall.,  326;  Dent  v. 
Bmmeger,  14  Wall.,  308;  Airhart  v,  Massieu,  98  U.  S.,  491;  Mutual 
Assurance  Society  v.  Watts,  1  Wheat,  279;  Delassus  v,  II.  S.,  9  Peters, 
117;  Mitchel  v.  U.  S.,  9  Peters,  711;  TJ.  S.  v.  Repentigny,  5  Wall.,  211.] 

^^  The  Government  of  the  United  States,  therefore,  holds  that  titles 
derived  from  a  duly  constituted  prior  foreign  Government  to  'which  it 
has  succeeded  are  '  consecrated  by  the  law  of  nations'  even  as  against 
titles  claimed  under  its  own  subsequent  laws.  The  rights  of  a  resident 
neutral — having  become  fixed  and  vested  by  the  law  of  the  country — 
cannot  be  denied  or  injuriously  affected  by  a  change  in  the  sovereignty 
or  public  control*  of  that  country  by  transfer  to  another  Government. 
His  remedies  may  be  affected  by  the  change  of  sovereignty,  but  his 
rights  at  the  time  of  the  change  must  be  measured  and  determined  by 
the  law  under 'which  he  acquired  them.  *  •  •  The  Government  of 
the  United  States  is  therefore  prepared  to  insist  on  the  continued  valid- 
ity of  such  titles,  as  held  by  citizens  of  the  United  States,  when  at- 
tacked by  foreign  Governments  succeeding  that  by  which  they  [were] 
granted.  Title  to  land  and  landed  improvements,  is,  by  the  law  of  na- 
tions, a  continuous  right,  not  subject  to  be  divested  by  any  retroactive 
legislation  of  new  Governments  taking  the  place  of  that  by  which  such 
title  was  lawfully  granted.  Of  course  it  is  not  intended  here  to  deny 
the  prerogative  of  a  conqueror  to  confiscate  for  political  offenses,  or  to 
withdraw  franchises  which  by  the  law  of  nations  can  be  withdrawn  by 
Crovernments  for  the  time  being.  Such  prerogatives  have  been  conceded 
by  the  United  States  as  well  as  by  other  members  of  the  family  of  na- 
tions by  which  international  law  is  constituted.  What,  however,  is 
here  denied  is  the  right  of  any  Government  to  declare  titles  lawfully 
granted  by  its  predecessor  to  be  vacated  because  they  could  not  have 
been  lawfully  granted  if  its  own  law  had,  at  the  time  in  question,  pre- 
vailed. This  pretension  strikes  at  that  principle  of  historical  municipal 
continuity  of  Governments  which  is  at  the  basis  of  international  law." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Roberts,  Mar.  20,  1886,  MSS.  Instr.  Chili. 

On  the  cession  of  Florida  to  the  United  States  the  jurisdiction  and 
authority  of  the  former  sovereign  continued  in  full  force  until  possession 
of  the  ceded  territory  had  actually  passed.  It  follows  that  an  importa- 
tion of  goods  into  the  Floridas  after  the  cession,  but  previously  to  the 
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delivery  of  possession,  was  an  afiair  between  the  importer  and  the 
Spanish  Government,  of  which  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
had  no  ri^ht  to  complain. 

1  Op.,  488,  Wirt,  1821. 

But  goods  carried  into  a  port  of  Florida  before  the  delivery  of  posses- 
sion, remaining  in  port  on  shipboard  until  after  delivery  and  then 
brought  into  the  United  States,  having  never  been  entered  in  the  Span- 
ish custom-houses,  would  be  subject  to  the  revenue  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

Ilnd.     See  infray  $  161,  as  to  treaty  ceding  Florida. 

Grants  of  land  in  Florida  made  by  the  King  of  Spain  to  the  Boman 
Catholic  Church  before  the  cession  of  that  territory  to  the  United  States 
were  valid,  and  were  confirmed  by  the  treaty  of  cession. 

1  Op.,  563,  Wirt,  1822. 

As  to  annexation  of  Louisiana  and  Florida  see  infra,  $$  148, 161. 

V.  BENEFITS   AND    BURDENS    PASS    TO    CONQUERING    OB    ANNEXING 

SOVEREIGNS. 

Under  the  treaty  of  the  Ist  of  October,  1800,  Louisiana  was  ceded  to 
the  United  States  in  full  sovereignty  and  in  every  respect,  with  all  its 
rights  and  appurtenances,  as  it  was  held  by  the  Eepublic  of  France  and 
as  it  was  received  by  that  Republic  from  Spain. 

New  Orleans  v.  United  States,  10  Peters,  662 ;  Strother  v.  Lucas,  12  Peters,  410. 
Infra^  $148. 

The  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  imposed  upon  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  the  obligation  to  protect  titles  to  land  in  California 
acquired  under  Mexican  rule. 

Peralta  v,  U.  S.,  3  Wallace,  4:U.    Infra,  $  154. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States,  after  the  cession  of  Louisiana, 
succeeded  to  the  sovereign  interests  of  France  and  Spain  in  that  prov- 
ince, including  reservations  of  the  right  to  use  soil  for  public  purposes. 

Josephs  V.  U.  S.,  1  Nott.  and  H.,  197 ;  2  Nott.  and  H.,  586. 

But  this  succession  did  not  authorize  the  United  States  to  exercise 
prerogatives  of  sovereignty  not  consistent  with  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

New  Orleans  v.  U.  S.,10  Pet.,  662. 

As  to  treaty  ceding  Louisiana,  see  tw/ra,  }  148. 

An  alliance  between  two  nations  cannot  absolve  either  of  them  from 
the  obligations  of  previous  treaties  with  third  powers. 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  De  On  is,  March  12, 1818,    MSS.  For.  Leg.  Notes. 
Infra,  ^  136. 
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^'  No  priDciple  of  international  law  can  be  more  clearly  established 
than  this,  that  the  rights  and  the  obligations  of  a  nation  in  regard  to 
other  States  are  independent  of  its  internal  revolutions  of  government. 
It  extends  even  to  the  case  of  conquest.  The  conqueror  who  reduces  a 
nation  to  his  subjection  receives  it  subject  to  all  its  engagements  and 
duties  towards  others,  the  fulfillment  of  which  then  becomes  his  own 
duty.  However  frequent  the  instances  of  departure  from  this  principle 
may  be  in  point  of  fact,  it  cannot,  with  any  color  of  reason,  be  contested 
on  the  ground  of  righf 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Everett,  August  10, 1818.    MSS.  Inatrac.  to 
Ministers.    Infray  $$  135-137. 

<^ Your  letter  of.  the  24th  instant  and  the  proposals  contained  in  it, 
offered  as  the  basis  of  a  treaty  for  the  adjustment  of  all  the  subjects  in 
discussion  between  the  United  States  and  Spain,  have  been  received 
and  laid  before  the  President  of  the  United  States.  I  am  directed  by 
him  to  forbear  entering  into  any  examination  of  the  historical  disquisi- 
tion concerning  the  original  pretensions  of  Spain  to  all  the  territories 
bordering  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  the  whole  country  included  in  the 
French  colony  of  Louisiana,  which  you  have  thought  proper  to  introduce 
into  your  note.  The  right  of  the  United  States  to  the  river  Mississippi 
and  to  all  the  waters  flowing  into  it,  and  to  all  the  territories  watered 
by  them,  remains  as  entire  and  unshaken  by  anything  now  adduced  by 
you  as  by  anything  which  had  ever  preceded  it  in  the  discussions  be- 
tween the  two  Governments.  It  is  established  beyond  the  power  of 
further  controversy  j  nor  could  it  answer  any  useful  purpose  to  repro- 
duce proofs  which  have  already  more  than  once  been  shown,  and  which, 
remaining  unimpaired,  must  henceforth  be  considered  by  the  United 
States  as  not  susceptible  of  refutation.'' 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  qf  State,  to  Mr.  De  Odis,  October  31,  1818.    MSS.  For.  Leg. 

Notes. 
As  to  title  to  the  Mississippi,  see  infra,  $  30;  as  to  treaties  with  France  and 

Spain,  see  t»/ra,  $$  148,  161. 

"  In  the  event  of  a  state  being  divided  into  two  or  more  independent 
sovereignties,  the  obligations  which  had  accrued  to  the  whole  before 
the  division  are  ratably  binding  on  the  different  parts;  for,  as  Story 
says,  'the  division  of  an  empire  creates  no  forfeiture  of  previously  vested 
rights  of  i)roperty.'  And  so,  e  contrario^  where  several  separate  states 
are  incorporated  into  one  sovereignty,  the  rights  and  obligations  that 
belonged  to  each  before  the  union  are  binding  upon  the  new  state;  but, 
as  General  Halleck  points  out,  of  course  the  rule  must  be  modified  to 
suit  the  nature  of  the  union  formed  and  the  charactefs  of  the  act  of  in- 
corporation in  each  particular  case." 

Abdy's  Kent  (1878),  96,  citing  Wheat.,  Elem.,  ed.  1863,  toI.  1,  p.  52,  note  20. 

It  was  held  by  the  commissioners  under  the  British-American  mixed 
commission  of  1853,  where  it  appeared  that  a  claim  against  Texas,  on 
bonds  for  which  the  revenue  was  pledged,  had  not  been  recognized  by 
the  British  Government  as  a  subject  for  diplomatic  intervention  before 
the  convention  of  1853,  and  provision  had  previously  been  made  by 
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negotiatioDS  between  tbe  United  States  and  Texas  for  the  adjustment 
of  such  claims,  that  the  case  did  not  fall  within  the  unsettled  claims 
referred  to  the  commissioners. 

Proceedings  of  coismiesioii,  &c.,  382. 

In  his  opinion  Mr.  Upham,  commissioner,  said : 

"  The  matter  of  the  indebtedness  of  Texas  was  a  distinct  subject  of 
agreement  by  the- terms  of  the  union.  According  to  those  terms  the 
vacant  and  unappropriated  lands  within  the  limits  of  Texas  were  to 
be  retained  by  her,  '  and  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  lia- 
bilities of  the  Kepublic  of  Texas,  and  the  residue  of  the  lands,  after  dis- 
charging these  debtB  and  liabilities,  was  to  be  disposed  of  as  the  State 
might  direct,  but  in  no  event  were  the  debts  and  liabilities  to  become 
a  charge  upon  the  Government  of  the  United  States.'  [United  States 
Statutes  at  Large,  vol.  5,  p.  798.] 

"  The  lands  of  Texas  were  thus  specifically  set  apart  for  the  payment 
of  the  debts  of  Texas,  by  agreement  of  the  two  Governments,  in  addi- 
tion to  any  separate  pledge  Texas  had  previously  made  of  this  class  of 
property,  for  the  payment  of  her  debts. 

"  The  United  States  subsequently,  by  act  of  Congress,  on  the  9th  of 
September,  1850,  on  condition  of  the  cession  of  large  tracts  of  these 
lands,  agreed  to  pay  Texas  $10,000,000,  but  stipulated  '  that  $5,000,000 
of  the  amount  should  be  retained  in  the  United  States  Treasury  until 
creditors,  holding  bonds,  for  which  duties  on  imports  were  specifically 
pledged,  should  file  releases  of  all  claims  against  the  United  State*. 
[United  States  Statutes  at  Large,  vol.  9,  ch.  49,  p.  446.] 

'*  It  thus  appears  that  the  United  States  has  acted,  from  the  outset, 
in  concert  with  Texas,  in  causing  express  provision  to  be  made  for  the 
payment  of  these  debts. 

**  A  difficulty  early  arose  in  carrying  the  law,  above  cited,  into  effect, 
for  the  reason  that  the  pledge  of  payment  of  the  debts  of  Texas  was 
made  generally  upon  her  revenues,  and  was  not  specific  '  on  imposts'  eo 
nomine^  and  for  the  further  reason  that  doubts  arose  whether  any  por- 
tion of  the  debts  could  be  paid,  under  this  contract,  unless  the  whole 
could  be  discharged. 

'*  These  questions  have  been  considered  at  much  length  by  the  advis- 
ing officers  of  Government,  and  reports  have  been  made  on  the  subject 
by  Mr.  Corwin,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  more  recently  by 
Mr.  Gushing,  Attorney -General,  on  the  26th  of  September,  1853,  and  a 
bill  is  now  x>endiBg  before  Congress  for  the  better  adjustment  of  the 
matters  in  controversy.  [By  act  of  Congress,  passed  February  28, 1855, 
$7,750,000  was  a[)propriated,  subject  to  certain  arrangements,  since 
acceded  to  by  Texas,  for  the  payment  of  Texan  claims.  United  States 
Statutes  at  Large,  vol.  10,  p.  617.] 

"  The  reports  of  these  officers  are  confined  to  the  proper  construction 
pf  acts  of  Congress,  assented  to  by  Texas,  in  reference  to  their  hinds 
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and  debts.  It  did  not  become  necessary  to  discass  the  question  of  the 
liability  of  the  United  States  for  the  payment  of  the  debts,  and  snch 
discnssion  was  expressly  waived  by  them  in  considering  the  subject. 
The  tendency  of  Mr.  Cushing's  opinion,  so  far  as  his  views  can  be 
gathered,  is  to  establish  the  liability  of  the  United  States  for  these 
debts  in  part.  He  says,  however,  that  it '  by  no  means  follows,  from  the 
action  of  the  United  States,  in  providing  for  the  payment  of  a  portion 
of  the  debts  of  Texas  from  the  proceeds  of  the  lands,  the  Government 
have  assumed  any  liability  thereby,  or  impliedly  recognized  any  liability 
on  their  part,  or  that  any  less  readiness  will  be  shown' by  Texas  to  fulfill 
the  engagement,  in  regard  to  her  debts,  contained  in  her  compact  of 
admission  to  the  Union.' 

"  I  have  thus  recited  at  length  the  facts  relating  to  the  indebtedness 
of  Texas  by  these  bonds ;  the  compact  between  the  two  Governments, 
in  relation  to  this  indebtedness,  on  the  admission  of  Texas  into  the 
Union,  and  the  act  of  Congress  and  measures  since  had  and  now  pend- 
ing upon  the  subject,  in  order  to  show  the  position  in  which  these  claims 
have  been  regarded. 

^'  It  appears,  then,  that  at  the  time  of  the  union  of  these  Govern- 
ments, and  from  that  time  to  the  present,  including  the  period  of  the 
session  of  this  commission,  the  subject  of  these  claims  haji  been  con- 
sidered solely  as  a  matter  of  adjustment  between  the  United  States 
and  Texas. 

"The  indebtedness  of  Texas,  some  years  since,  was  conceded  to  be 
rising  $10,000,000.  Whether  the  United  States  should  be  liable  for 
this  indebtedness  I  do  not  feel  called  upon  to  decide.  It  is  clear  Texas 
is  not  exonerated  from  the  debt,  and  the  United  States  has  manifested 
a  strong  disposition  to  bring  about  its  adjustment. 

"My  difficulty  in  this  case  is,  that  nothing  has  been  shown  to  us 
bringing  it  within  our  jurisdiction,  under  the  convention  of  1853. 

"■Therehas  been  no  evidence  that  claim  has  been  made  on  the  United 
States  through  the  agency  of  the  British  Government,  for  the  payment 
of  this  class  of  debts.  Moreover,  it  has  not  been  the  policy  of  the 
ministers  of  either  Government  to  interfere  in  behalf  of  their  citizens, 
in  the  case  of  deferred  payment  of  loans  to  other  Governments ;  cer- 
taxnly  not  as  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States. 

"This  question  had  not  been  brought  to  the  notice  of  either  Govern- 
ment, or  been  made  a  matter  of  correspondence  and  difficulty  between 
them,  neither  was  it  included  in  any  list  of  unsettled  claims  at  the  date  of 
the  convention. 

"It  is  clear,  therefore,  to  my  mind,  for  these  reasons,  and  from  the 
contemporaneous  proceedings  between  the  United  States  Government 
and  Texas  as  to  these  claims,  that  they  had  not  been  considered  mat- 
ters of  international  controversy  with  Great  Britain,  and  were  not, 
within  the  intent  of  either  contracting  party,  embraced  among  the  out- 
standing claims  to  be  acted  upou  by  this  commission.'' 
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Mr.  Hornby,  the  BritiBh  commissioner,  dissenting  from  this  con- 
olnsion,  the  case  was  referred  to  the  ampire,  Mr.  Bates,  who  ^^held  that 
cases  of  this  description  were  not  included  among  the  unsettled  claims 
that  had  received  the  cognizance  of  the  Governments,  or  were  de- 
signed to  be  embraced  within  the  provisions  of  the  convention,  and 
were,  therefore,  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commission." 

Report  of  the  claims  conimissiou  establiBbed  ander  the  convention  of  1853, 

with  Great  Britain,  pp.  406-409,  426. 
As  to  annexation  of  Texas,  see  infra,  $$  70,72,  154. 

"By  the  annexation  of  Texas  to  the  United  States,  the  power  to 
lay  and  collect  duties  on  imports  passed  to  the  latter :  but  Texas  re- 
tained her  public  lands,  pledged  to  the  payment  of  her  debts;  and  the 
act  of  annexation  declared  that  they  should  in  no  event  be  a  charge 
on  the  United  States.  Afterwards,  the  United  States  took  portions  of 
those  public  lands,  agreeing  to  pay  therefor  ten  millions  of  dollars, 
half  to  be  retained  until  the  holders  of  the  bonds  of  Texas,  for  which, 
her  customs  duties  were  pledged,  should  release  their  claims.  By  a 
later  act  the  United  States  reserved  three-quarters  of  the  sum,  to  be 
paid  pro  rata  among  the  bondholders  on  their  releasing  their  claims. 
Some  of  these  bondholders  were  British  subjects;  and  the  claims  of 
one  (James  Holford)  were  submitted  to  the  mixed  commission  estab- 
Ushed  under  the  convention  of  February  8, 1853 ;  but  the  commission 
decided  ths^t  the  'claims  were  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  com- 
mission, as  they  had  never,  been  matter  of  diplomatic  demand  by  Great 
Britain  on  the  United  States.  [Report  of  the  commission  under  the 
convention  of  1853,  382-426.'  U.  S.  laws,  v,  797;  viii,  446;  x,  617.] 

"It certainly  would  not  be  satisfactory  to  say  that  the  United  States 
discharges  its  obligation  to  the  creditors  of  Texas,  to  whom  her  cus- 
toms were  pledged,  by  paying  only  the  amount  of  the  customs  re- 
ceived. The  United  States  determines  what  those  duties  shall  be,  in 
reference  to  the  interests  and  policy  of  the  whole  Republic.  The  con- 
dition of  Texas  is  changed  by  her  annexation.  The  new  government 
has  a  large  control  over  the  material  resources  of  the  inhabitants,  in 
the  way  of  internal  revenues,  excise  or  direct  taxation,  in  its  demands 
on  the  services  of  the  people,  and  in  the  debts  it  can  impose ;  in  fact, 
the  entire  public  system  of  Texas  has  passed  into  other  hands,  and  no 
such  state^  of  things  any  longer  exists  as  that  to  which  the  creditor 
looked.  It  may  be  better  or  worse,  but  it  is  not  the  same ;  and,  if  the 
duties  laid  by  the  United  States  and  collected  in  Texan  ports  did  not 
in  fact  pay  the  debts,  it  would  be  unjust  for  the  United  States  to  limit 
the  payment  of  the  creditor  to  them.  The  truth  is,  by  the  annexation 
the  United  States  changed  the  nature  of  the  thing  pledged,  and  is 
bound  generally  to  do  equity  to  the  creditor. 

"In  the  separations  and  rearrangements  of  nations  in  Europe,  special 
provisions  are  usually  made  for  the  payment  of  public  debts;  and  the 
principle  seems  admitted  that,  in  case  of  a  division  of  a  state,  each 
new  state  is  bound  for  the  whole  debt  contracted  by  the  former;  and, 
in  case  of  a  union  of  states,  it  seems  equally  clear  that,  as  the  whole 
must  defend  the  part  in  war,  which  is  the  international  process  of  attach- 
ment, it  must  practically  pay  the  debt,  although  the  foreign  power  may 
look  only  to  the  people  and  land  of  the  state  which  made  the  contract. 
The  formation  of  the  new  states  so  alters  the  nature  of  all  the  securities 
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tiie  creditor  looked  tx),  that  the  new  state  has  a  general  obligation  to 
see  that  he  does  not  suffer  by  the  change." 

Dana's  Wheaton,  $  30,  note  18. 

See  President  Tyler's  fourth  annual  message,  and  87  Ann.  Reg.,  273,  305 ;  and 
as  to  Texas,  see  infra,  $$  70,  72,  154. 

"The  liability  of  the  United  States  for  the  debts  of  Texas  came  before 
the  mixed  commission,  under  the  convention  with  England  of  1853,  in 
the  case  of  a  British  subject  who  had  received  before  the  annexation 
bonds  secured  by  a  pledge  of  the  faith  and  revenue  of  Texas.  It  was 
disposed  of  on  the  ground  that  never  having  been  made  a  subject  for 
international  interposition  against  the  United  States,  it  did  not  fall 
within  the  scope  of  the  convention;  but  it  seemed  to  be  admitted  that 
the  liability  of  the  United  States,  if  any,  arose,  not  from  the  merger, 
but  from  the  transfer,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  to 
the  Federal  Government  of  the  duties  on  imports.  It  was  said  by  the 
American  commissioner,  in  announcing  his  opinion,  that  it  was  an  in- 
accurate view  of  the  case  to  regard  this  annexation  as  an  entire  absorp- 
tion of  one  nation  and  its  revenues  by  another.  *  Texas  is  still  a  sov- 
ereign State,  with  all  the  rights  and  capacities  of  government,  except 
that  her  international  relations  are  controlled  by  the  United  States,  and 
she  has  transferred  to  the  United  States  her  right  of  duties  on  imports.' 
And  he  seemed  to  consider  any  claim  arising  from  the  previous  pledge 
of  such  duties  to  be  limited  to  their  .value.  The  British  commissioner 
held  that  'the  obligation  of  Texas  to  pay  her  debts  is  not  in  dispute,  nor 
has  it  been  argued  that  the  mere  act  of  her  annexation  to  the  United 
States  has  transferred  her  liabilities  to  the  Federal  Government,  though 
certainly,  as  regards  foreign  governments,  the  United  States  is  now 
bound  to  see  that  the  obligations  of  Texas  are  fulfilled.  It  is  the  trans- 
fer of  the  integral  revenues  of  Texas  to  the  Federal  Government  that 
is  relied  on  as  creating  the  new  liability.'  Decisions  of  the  commission 
of  claims  under  the  convention  of  1853,  pp.  405-420." 

Lawrence's  Wheaton,  ed.  1863,  p.  54,  note. 

As  to  public  debt  of  Texas,  see  papers  connected  with  House  Mis.  Doc.  No.  17, 

33d  Cong.,  2d  sees. 
As  to  effect  of  revolution  on  obligations,  see  infra,  $$  137,240. 
As  to  effect  of  a  treaty  of  cession  as  a  deed  of  the  ceded  territory  by  its  former 

sovereign,  see  Foster  v.  Neikon,  2  Pet.,  253,307;  U.  S.  v.  Arredondo,  6  id, 

691,738;  infra,  $  148,  mtpra,  $  4. 
For  a  general  discussion  of  the  effect  of  the  cession  of  Florida  to  the  United 

States  under  the  treaty  of  1819,  see  Mitchel  v.  United  States,  9  Peters,  711 ; 

infra,  $  161. 

**  While  it  may  be  true  that  as  a  general  rule  when  one  country  is 
absorbed  in  another,  the  treaties  of  perhaps  the  more  inconsiderable 
of  the  two  are  often  regarded  as  annulled  because  of  the  convenieuce 
and  the  interests  of  other  states,  which  lead  them  to  regard  such  an- 
nollment  with  favor  as  tending  to  their  own  advantage,  nevertheless 
it  is  believed  that  the  absorption  of  a  state  is  not  always  attended  by 
an  admitted  annulment  of  its  treaties.  The  uuion  between  the  United 
States  and  Texas,  to  which  you  refer,  was  effected  by  the  legislation 
of  the  parties.    It  necessarily  canceled  the  treaties  between  Texas 
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and  foreign  powers,  so  far  at  least  as  those  treaties  wore  inconsistent 
with  the  Constitution  of  this  country,  which  requires  customs  duties 
to  be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States.^ 

Mr.  Fish,    Seo.   of  State,   to  Aristarchi    Bey,   Sept.   18,   1876.    MSS.   Notes, 

Turkey. 
As  to  Texas,  see  farther,  infra^  $  72,  ef  seq,,  $  154. 
As  to  effect  of  annexatioo  on  treaties,  see  infra,  $  36. 

Chili,  in  taking  possession,  at  the  close  of  the  late  war  with  Peru,  of 
the  guano  deposits  belonging  to  Peru,  took  them  subject  only  to  such 
liens  as  were  binding  under  Peruvian  law  at  the  time  of  cession. 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cowie,  June  10, 1885.     MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

By  the  formation  of  the  Korth  German  Union,  after  the  battle  of 
Sadowa,  the  entire  navy  of  the  union  was  placed  under  the  command 
of  Prussia.  It  was  held  that  the  provision  of  the  treaty  of  May  1, 
1828,  between  the  United  States  and  Prussia,  for  the  arrest  of  desert- 
ers from  the  public  vessels  of  the  respective  countries,  applied  to  public 
vessels  sailing  under  the  flag  of  the  North  German  Union. 

12  Op.,  463,  Evarts,  1868. 
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Grants  made  by  the  Spanish  Government  in  the  Mississippi  Terri- 
tory  after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  by  which  the  land  was  ceded  to 
the  United  States  are  void ;  and,  though  a  patent  were  dated  before, 
unless  delivered  before,  it  fails  to  carry  title. 

1  Op.,  108,  Lincoln,  3802. 

Grants  of  contested  territory  made  flagrante  hello  by  the  party  who 
fails,  can  only  derive  validity  from  treaty  stipulations. 

Hafcoort  r.  Gaillard,  12  Wheaton,  523. 

An  adjudication  as  to  title  to  certain  lands  in  Louisiana,  made  by 
a  Spanish  tribunal  in  that  territory  after  its  cession  to  the  United 
States,  but  before  actual  possession  had  been  surrendered,  the  terri- 
tory being  de  facto  in  the  possession  of  Spain,  and  subject  to  Spanish 
laws,  was  held  valid  as  the  adjudication  of  a  competent  tribunal  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  of  the  case. 

Keene  v.  McDonough,  8  Peters,  308. 

The  authorities  of  Spain  had  power  to  make  grants  of  the  public 
domain  in  Florida  in  accordance  with  their  own  ideas  of  the  merits  of 
the  grantee,  and  the  court  can  only  consider  the  questions  whether  a 
grant  was  made  and  what  was  its  legal  effect. 

U.  S.  V,  Hanson,  16  Peters,  196 ;  U.  S.  v,  Acosta,  1  Howard,  24. 
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Grants  made  by  the  Spanish  authorities  of  lands  in  Louisiana,  after 
its  cession  to  France,  and  before  its  cession  by  the  latter  to  the  United 
States,  are  void. 

U.  S.  V.  ReyBes,  9  Howard,  127 ;  Davis  v.  Concordia,  id,,  280. 

Grants  made  by  the  Spslhish  authorities  in  territory  which,  upon  the 
subsequent  settlement  of  a  disputed  boundary  line,  was  determined  to 
belong  to  one  of  the  United  States,  are  void. 

Robinson  v.  Minor,  10  Howard,  627. 

Grants  made  by  the  French  authorities  in  Louisiana  after  the  treaty 
of  Fontainebleau  are  void,  unless  continued  possession  laid  a  founda- 
tion for  presuming  a  confirmation  by  the  authorities  of  Spain. 

U.  S.  r.  Pillerin,  13  Howard,  9. 

Conditions  which  are  attached  to  a  grant  by  a  prior  sovereign,  and 
which  are  inconsistent  with  the  policy  of  the  United  States,  will  not  be 
enforced  by  the  United  States  after  the  conquest  of  the  territory  con- 
taining the  land  granted. 

U.  S.  V,  Vaca,  18  Howard,  556. 

A  grant  of  lands  in  California,  while  it  was  a  Mexican  province,  made 
by  the  chief  of  an  administration,  during  an  intestine  war,  when  he  was 
in  flight  from  the  seat  of  Government,  and  his  cause,  soon  afterwards 
completely  overthrown,  in  extremity,  cannot  be  sustained,  its  validity 
never  having  been  acknowledged  by  the  grantor's  successors,  and  no 
sanction  ever  having  been  given  it  by  the  United  States. 

U.  8.  V.  Sutter,  21  Howard,  170.    U.  S.  v.  Rose,  23  Id.,  262. 

The  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  Mexican  officials  in  California  are 
to  be  regarded  as  having  ceased  on  the  7th  of  July,  1846,  the  political 
department  of  the  Goverument  of  the  United  States  having  designated 
that  as  the  day  when  the  conquest  of  California  was  completed  and  the 
Mexican  officials  displaced. 

U.  S.  r.  Yorba,  1  Wallace,  412.    (See  Steams  v.  U.  S.,  6  id.,  589.    U.  8.  t?.  Pico, 
23  Howard,  321.) 

The  tact  that  Mexico  declared  through  her  commissioners  who  nego- 
tiated the  treaty  of' Guadalupe- Hidalgo  that  no  grants  of  land  were 
issued  by  the  Mexican  governors  of  California  after  May  13, 1846,  does 
not  affect  grants  actually  made  after  that  date  by  those  governors,  while 
their  authority  and  jurisdiction  continued. 

U.  8.  V.  Yorba,  1  WaUace,  412. 

By  the  conquest  of  California  by  the  United  States  Mexican  rule 
was  displaced,  and  with  it  the  authority  of  Mexicans  officials  to  alienate 
the  public  domain.  Until  Congress  provided  a  government  for  the 
country  it  was  in  charge  of  military  governors,  who,  with  the  aid  of 
subordinate  officers,  exercised  municipal  authority;  but  the  power  to 
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grant  land  or  confirm  titles  was  never  vested  in  these  military  govern- 
ors, nor  in  any  person  appointed  by  them. 

Alexander  v.  Roulet,  13  Wallace,  386.    (See  Mumford  v.  Wardwell,  6  id.,  423.) 

"  Suffice  it  to  say,  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  ever  • 
since  the  acquisition  of  Louisinia,  in  its  legislative,  executive,  and 
judicial  departments,  has  always  held  in  theory,  and  by  repeated 
acts  of  Congress  and  judicial  decisions  asserted  in  practice,  that  the 
territory  between  the  Perdido  and  the  Iberville  rightfully  constituted  a 
portion  of  the  province  of  Louisiana,  as  ceded  by  Erance  to  the  United 
States  on  the  30th  of  April,  1803;  and  that  the  treaty  between  His 
Catholic  Majesty  and  the  United  States,  of  the  22d  February,  1819,  has, 
in  no  respect  whatever,  strengthened  the  claims  of  Spanish  grantees 
to  lands  embraced  within  these  limits.  This  being  the  fact,  it  there- 
fore follows,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  the  grant  by  the  Spanish 
intendent.  Morales,  of  land  within  this  territory,  on  the  24th  March, 
1804,  had  been  made  after  the  date  of  the  Louisiana  treaty,  was  with- 
out authority  and  is  void." 

Mr.  Bnohanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Calderon  do  la  Barca,  July  27,  1847,  MSS. 

Notes,  Spain. 
See  infrUf  $  148,  as  to  treaty  for  annexation  of  Louisiana. 

VII.  COLONICS  BECOMING  INDEPENDENT  RETAIN  THEIR  BOUNDAMIES 

AND  OTHER  RIGHTS. 

"  It  has  never  been  admitted  by  the  United  States  that  they  acquired 
anything  by  way  of  cession  from  Great  Britain  by  that  treaty  (of 
1783).  It  has  been  viewed  only  as  a  recognition  of  pre-existing  rights, 
and  on  that  principle  the  soil  and  sovereignty  within  their  acknowl- 
edged limits  were  as  much  theirs  at  the  declaration  of  independence  as 
at  this  hour.  By  reference  to  the  treaty  it  will  be  found  that  it  amounts 
to  a  simple  recognition  of  the  independence  and  the  limits  of  the  United 
States,  without  any  language  purporting  a  cession  or  relinquishment 
of  right  on  the  part  of  Great  Britain.  In  the  last  article  of  the  treaty 
of  Ghent  will  be  found  a  provision  respecting  grants  of  land  made  in 
the  islands  then  in  dispute  between  the  two  states,  which  affords  an 
illustration  of  this  doctrine.  By  that  article  a  stipulation  is  made  in 
favor  of  grants  before  the  war,  but  none  for  those  which  were  made 
during  the  war.'' 

Johnson,  J.,  Harcourt  v.  Gaillard,  12  Wheaton,  527. 
Henderson  v.  Poindexter's  Lessee,  12  Wheaton,  530. 
As  to  fisheries,  see  tw/ra,  }$  302  Jf. 

Under  the  treaty  with  Great  Britain  of  1783  the  United  States  suc- 
ceeded to  all  the  rights  in  that  part  of  old  Canada  which  now  forms  the 
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State  of  Michigan  that  existed  in  the  King  of  France  prior  to  its  con- 
quest  from  the  French  by  the  British  in  1760 ;  and,  among  those  rights, 
to  that  of  dealing  with  the  seigniorial  estate  of  lands  granted  out  as 
seigniories  by  the  said  king,  after  a  forfeitare  had  occurred  for  non- 
fulfillment of  the  conditions  of  (he  fief. 

U.  S.  V,  Bepentigny,  5  Wallace,  211. 

As  to  effect  of  treaty  of  independence  see  further,  infrat  $  150. 

<'  The  ITnited  States  regard  it  as  an  established  principle  of  public 
law  and  of  international  right  that  when  a  European  colony  in  America 
becomes  independent  it  succeeds  to  the  territorial  limits  of  the  colony 
as  it  stood  in  the  hands  of  the  parent  country." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dallas,  July  26,  1856.    MSS.  Instruc,  Great 
Britain. 

*'  Whether  the  treaty  of  1783  was  the  origin  of  the  territorial  sovereign- 
ty of  the  States  of  the  American  Union  was  discussed  during  the  long 
pending  controversy  in  relation  the  northeastern  boundary  of  Maine. 
The  British  secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs,  Lord  Aberdeen,  having 
assumed,  in  his  note  of  August  14,  1828,  as  the  ground  for  claiming 
exclusive  possession  till  the  award  of  the  arbiter  was  rendered,  that 
the  American  title  to  the  territory  in  dispute  was  to  be  deduced  solely 
from  the  treaty  of  peace,  it  was  replied : 

'  Before  the  independence  of  the  United  States  not  only  the  territory 
in  dispute  but  the  whole  of  the  adjoining  province  and  state  was  the 
property  of  a  common  sovereign.  •  •  •  To  use  the  words  of  a  cel- 
ebrated authority,  ^  When  a  nation  takes  possession  of  a  distant  country, 
and  settles  a  colony  there,  that  country,  though  separated  from  the 
principal  establishment  or  mother  country,  naturally  becomes  a  part 
of  the  state  equally  with  its  ancient  possessions.' 

**  From  the  principle  here  established,  that  the  political  condition  of 
the  people  of  the  mother  country,  and  of  the  colonies  during  their  union, 
is  the  same,  the  inference  is  unavoidable  that  when  a  division  of  the 
empire  takes  place  the  previous  rights  of  the  common  sovereign,  on 
matters  equally  affecting  both  of  the  states,  accrue  as  well  to  the  one 
as  to  the  other  of  them.  Mr.  Lawrence  to  Lord  Aberdeen,  August  22, 
1828.'' 

Laurence's  Wheaton,  e<l.  1863,  37, 977. 

As  to  treaty  of  independence,  see  infra j  $  150. 

As  to  northwestern  boundary,  see  dispatch  No.  287  of  Mr.  Bancroft,  minister 

to  Prussia,  and  comments  of  Mr.  Fish,  Secretary  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bancroft, 

November  27, 1871.     MSS.  Instruc,  Prussia.    Same  to  same,  March  29, 1872, 

id. 
As  to  tieaty  with  Great  Britain  as  to  boundary,  see  infraj  $  150. 
As   to  Alaska  boundary,  see  Mr.  Bayard  to  Mr.  Phelps,   November  20,    1885. 

MSS.  Instruc,  Great  Britain. 
As  to  treaty  purchasing  Alaska,  see  in/ra,  $  159. 
As  to  Rnssian  claim  to  northwestern  waters,  see  infraj  $$  32,159. 
As  to  effect  of  treaties  of  annexation,  see  infra,  $$  136,  140,  ff, 
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VIII.  TITLE  OF  DE  FACTO  GOVERNMENT  TO  OBEDIENCE. 

The  legislatares  of  the  seceded  States  during  the  late  civil  war  are 
to  be  regarded,  even  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  as  exer- 
cisiDg  de  facto  anthority  in  all  cases  in  which  their  domestic  power  was 
absolute,  and  in  which  their  action  did  not  impair  the  supremacy  of  the 
national  authority  or  the  rights  of  citizens  under  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States. 

Texas  r.  White,  7  Wall.,  700 ;  Horn  v.  Lookhart,  17  Wall.,  570 ;  Sprott  r.  U.  S., 
20  Wall.,  459.     (See  U.  S.  v.  InsnTance  Company,  22  Wall.,  99.) 

Amelia  Island,  on  the  Florida  coast,  at  the  time  belonging  to  Spain, 
was  seized  and  occupied  by  the  United  States  in  1817,  on  the  ground 
that  this  was  necessary  to  root  out  certain  buccaneers  who  were  there 
congregated.  This  possession,  it  was  held,  could  not  be  contested  by 
a  third^power,  and  could  only  be  contested  by  Spain ;  and  hence  the 
seizure  by  the  United  States,  for  violation  of  its  territorial  law,  of  a 
vessel  of  a  third  power  within  the  territorial  waters  of  Amelia  Island 
could  not  be  contested  by  such  third  power. 

•    Mr.  Gallatin,  minister  at  Paris,  to  Baron  Pasquier,  French  minister  of  foreign 
affairs,  Jnne  *i8,  1821 :  2  Gallatin's  Works,  187. 
As  to  seizure  of  Amelia  Island,  see  infraf  ^  50. 

**  When  a  colony  is  in  revolt,  and  before  its  independence  has  been 
acknowledged  by  the  parent  country,  the  colonial  territory  belongs,  in 
the  sense  of  revolutionary  right,  to  the  former,  and  in  that  of  legitimacy, 
to  the  latter.  It  would  be  monstrous  to  contend  that  in  such  a  contin- 
gency the  colonial  territory  is  to  be  treated  as  derelict,  and  subject  to 
voluntary  acquisition  by  any  third  nation.  That  idea  is  abhorrent  to 
all  the  notions  of  right  which  constitute  the  international  code  of  Europe 
and  America. 

^^  And  yet  the  assumption  that,  pending  a  war  of  colonial  revolution, 
all  territorial  rights  of  both  parties  to  the  war  become  extinguished  and 
the  colonial  territory  is  open  to  seizure  by  anybody,  is  the  foundation  of 
most  of  the  disputed  pretensions  of  Great  Britain  in  Central  America.'^ 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dallas,  July  26,  1856.     MSS.  lastrnc,  Great 

Britain. 
As  to  effect  of  revolntion  on  treaties,  see  infra,  $  137. 

"  It  is  the  duty  of  foreigners  to  avoid  all  interference  under  such  cir- 
cumstances (in  cases  of  civil  war),  and  to  submit  to  the  power  which  ex- 
ercises jurisdiction  over  the  places  where  they  resort,  and,  while  thus 
acting,  they  bave  a  right  to  claim  protection,  and  also  to  be  exempted 
from  all  vexatious  interruption,  when  the  ascendancy  of  the  parties  is 
temporarily  changed  by  the  events  of  the  contest.  Undoubtedly  the  con- 
siderations you  urge  respecting  the  true  character  of  an  armed  opposi- 
tion to  a  government  are  entitled  to  much  weight.    There  may  be  local 
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indurrectiODS;  armed  opposition  to  the  laws,  which  carry  with  them  none 
of  the  JQSt  consequences  recognized  by  the  law  of  nations  as  growing 
out  of  a  state  of  civil  war.  No  fixed  principle  can  be  established  upon 
this  subject,  because  much  depends  upon  existing  circumstances.  Gases, 
as  they  arise,  must  be  determined  by  the  facts  which  they  present^  and 
the  avowed  objects  of  the  parties,  their  relative  strength,  the  progress 
they  respectively  make,  and  the  extent  of  the  movement,  as  well  as  other 
circumstances,  must  be  taken  into  view." 

Mr.  Case,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Osma,  May  22,  1858.    MSS.  Notes,  Peru.    Supra^ 
$203. 

"  While  contending  parties  are  carrying  on  a  civil  war  those  por- 
tions of  the  country  in  the  possession  of  either  of  them  become  sub- 
ject to  its  jurisdiction,  and  the  persons  residing  there  owe  to  it  tempo- 
rary obedience.  But  when  such  possession  is  changed  by  the  events 
of  the  war  and  the  other  party  expels  its  opponents,  the  occupation  it 
acquires  carries  with  it  legitimate  authority,  and  the  right  to^assume 
and  exercise  the  functions  of  the  government.  But  it  carries  with  it 
no  right,  so  far,  at  any  rate,  as  foreigners  are  concerned,  to  give  a  retro- 
active effect  to  its  measures  and  expose  them  to  penalties  and  punish- 
ments and  their  property  to  forfeiture  for  acts  which  were  lawftQ  and 
approved  by  the  existing  government  when  done." 

IJnd.    That  aliens  &re  bonnd  to  local  allegiance,  see  infra,  $  2D3. 

**In  the  case  of  the  controversy  between  the  United  States  and 
Peru,  growing  out  of  the  capture  and  confiscation  of  two  American 
vessels  for  taking  guano  under  the  authority  of  a  revolutionary  gov- 
ernment in  temporary  possesAion  of  some  of  the  seaports  and  guano 
deposits,  and  in  contravention  of  the  laws  of  Peru,  it  was  maintained 
by  the  administration  of  President  Buchanan  that  the  citizens  o^  sub- 
jects of  a  foreign  nation  may  carry  on  commerce  with  the  portions  of 
a  country  in  the  hands  of  either  of  the  parties  to  a  civil  war,  and 
without  awaiting  any  action  on  the  part  of  their  own  Oovemment,  nor 
in  such  case  can  they  be  subjected  to  capture  or  detention  by  the 
other  party,  unless  for  a  violation  of  neutral  obligations." 

Lawrence's  Wheaton,  ed.  1863,  p.  575. 

**  I  transmit  a  copy  of  a  note  of  yesterday,  addressed  to  this  De- 
partment by  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  envoy 
extraordinary  and  minister  plenipotentiary  accredited  to  this  Gov- 
ernment, requesting  that  you  may  be  authorized  to  use  your  good 
offices  towards  preventing  the  exaction  by  the  Mexican  Government 
of  duties  on  goods  imported  by  Messrs.  Kelly,  at  Mazatlan,  which 
duties  had  previously  been  paid  to  insurgents  there.  You  will  take 
that  course  accordingly.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  upon  what 
ground  of  equity  or  public  law  such  duties  can  be  claimed.  The  ob- 
ligation of  obedience  to  a  government  at  a  particular  place  in  a  coun- 
try may  be  regaixled  as  suspended,  at  least,  when  its  authority  is 
usurped,  and  is  due  to  the  usurpers  if  they  choose  to  exercise  it.  To 
require  a  repayment  of  duties  in  such  cases  is  tantamount  to  the  ex- 
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action  of  a  peualty  on  the  misfortune,  if  it  may  be  bo  called,  of  re- 
maining and  carrying  on  business  in  a  port  where  the  authority  of  the 
government  had  been  annulled.  The  pretension  is  analogous  to  that 
upon  which  vessels  have  been  captured  and  condemned  upon  a  charge 
of  violating  a  blockade  of  a  port  set  on  foot  by  a  proclamation  only, 
without  force  to  carry  it  into  effect. 

**  The  principle  that  duties  once  paid  in  a  part  of  the  territory  of  the 
country  in  possession  of  an  enemy  are  not  liable  again  to  be  paid 
when  the  enemy  is  expelled  or  withdraws,  was  solemnly  decided  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Bice,  4th 
Wheaton,  page  246. 

"  Since  the  close  of  the  civil  war  in  this  country  suits  have  been 
brought  against  importers  for  duties  on  merchandise  paid  to  insur- 
gent authorities.  Those  suits,  however,  have  been  discontinued,  that 
proceeding  probably  having  been  influenced  by  the  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  adverted  to.'' 

Mr.  Fishy  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Nelson,  Febrnary  11,  1873.    M8S.  Instruc,  Mex. ; 
For.  Rel.,  1873. 

The  United  States,  as  their  rule  of  puWic  law,  recognize  governments 
de  faotOy  and  also  governing  persons  de  facto,  without  scrutiny  of  the 
question  of  legitimacy  of  origin  or  accession. 

7  Op.,  582,  Gushing  (1855).     (See  infraj  $  203.) 

IX.  LA  TV  OF  NA  TIONS  PAMT  OF  LA  W  OF  LAND, 

§  8. 

The  laws  of  the  United  States  ought  not,  if  it  be  avoidable,  so  to  be 
construed  a«  to  infract  the  common  principles  and  usages  of  nations, 
or  the  general  doctrines  of  international  law. 

Talbot  r.  Seaman,  1  C ranch,  1. 

Even  as  to  a  municipal  matter  the  lex  fori  should  be  so  construed  as  to 
conform  to  the  law  of  nations  unless  the  contrary  be  expressly  prescribed. 

The  Amelia,  1   Cranch,  1;    4  Dall.,  34;    Murray  v.  The  Charming  Betsy,  2 
Cranch,  64,  118 ;  Little  t?.  Barreme,  2  Cranch,  170. 

An  act  of  Congress  ou^ht  never  to  be  construed  to  violate  the  law  of 
nations  if  any  other  possible  construction  remains,  nor  should  it  be 
construed  to  violate  neutral  rights  or  to  aflVct  neutral  commerce  fur- 
ther than  is  warranted  by  the  law  of  nations,  as  understood  in  this 
country. 

Murray  r.  Charming  Betsy,  2  Cranch,  118. 

The  law  of  nations  is  part  of  the  municipal  law  of  Pennsylvania. 

Res.  V.  De  Long  Champs,  1  Dall.,  111. 

The  law  of  nations  is  the  great  source  from  which  we  derive  those 
rules  respecting  belligerent  and  neutral  rights  which  are  recognized 
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by  all  civilized  aud  commercial  states  throughout  Europe  and  America. 
The  law  of  nations  is  in  part  unwritten  and  in  part  conventional.  To 
ascertain  that  which  is  unwritten,  we  resort  to  the  great  principles  of 
reason  and  justice^  but,  as  these  principles  will  be  differently  under- 
stood by  different  nations  under  different  circumstances,  we  consider 
them  as  being  in  some  degree  fixed  and  rendered  stable  by  judicial 
decisions.  The  decisions  of  the  courts  of  every  country,  so  far  as  they 
are  founded  on  a  law  common  to  every  country,  will  be  received,  not 
as  authority,  but  with  respect,  and  will  be  considered  in  adopting  the 
rule  which  is  to  prevail  here. 

Thirty  hogsheads  of  sugar  v.  Boyle,  9  Cranch,  191. 

The  law  of  nations  should  b^  respected  by  the  Federal  courts  as  a 
part  of  the  law  of  the  land. 

The  Nereide,  9  Cranch,  388. 

The  intercourse  of  the  United  States  with  foreign  nations,  and  the 
policy  in  regard  to  them,  being  placed  by  the  Constitution  in  the  hands 
of  the  Federal  Government,  its  decisions  upon  these  subjects  are,  by 
a  universally  acknowledged  principle  of  international  law,  obligatory 
upon  every  citizen  of  the  Union. 

Eennett  v.  Chambers,  14  Howard,  38. 

The  maritime  law  (unless  part  of  international  law)  is  only  so  far  op- 
erative as  law  in  any  country  as  it  is  adopted  by  the  laws  and  usages 
of  that  country.  The  principles  laid  down  on  this  subject  in  Norwich 
Company  v.  Wright  (13  Wall.,  104),  and  in  The  Lottawana  (21  id,y  658), 
reasserted  and  affirmed. 

The  Scotland,  105  U.  S.,  24. 

The  law  of  nations,  unlike  foreign  municipal  laws,  does  not  have  to 
be  proved  as  a  fact. 

The  Scotia,  14  Wallace,  170 

"  The  law  of  nations  makes  an  integral  part  •  *  •  of  the  laws 
of  the  land.'' 

Mr.  j4)fforson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Genet,  June  5, 179.*^.  MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 
Wait's  Am.  St.  Pap.,  30.     1  Am.  St.  Pap.,  F.  R.,  150. 

"Every  nation,  on  being  received,  at  her  own  request,  into  the  circle 
of  civilized  governments,  must  understand  that  she  not  only  attains 
rights  of  sovereignty  and  the  dignity  of  national  character,  but  that 
she  binds  herself  also  to  the  strict  aud  faithful  observance  of  all  those 
principles,  laws,  and  usages  which  have  obtained  currency  among  civ- 
ilized states,  and  which  have  for  their  object  the  mitigation  of  the 
miseries  of  war. 

"  No  community  can  be  allowed  to  enjoy  the  benefit  of  national  char- 
acter in  modem  times  without  submitting  to  all  the  duties  which  that 
character  imposes.    A  Christian  people  wjio  exercise  sovereign  power, 
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who  make  treaties,  maintain  diplomatic  relations  with  other  states, 
and  who  should  yet  refase  to  condact  their  military  operations  accord- 
ing to  the  usages  universally  observed  by  such  states,  would  present 
a  (Character  singularly  inconsistent  and  anomalous." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr  ThompsoD,  April  15, 1842 ;  MSS.  Instruo.,  Mex- 
ico; also  6  Webster's  Works,  437.    See  infra,  $  347/. 

If  a  govenment  ^^  confesses  itself  unable  or  unwilling  to  conform 
to  those  international  obligations  which  must  exist  between  established 
governments  of  friendly  states,  it  would  thereby  confess  that  it  is  uot 
entitled  to  be  regarded  or  recognized  as  a  sovereign  and  independent 
power." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  August  2,  1877,  MSS.  Instmc, 
Mexico. 

A  judicial  decree,  contravening  the  law  of  nations,  has  no  extraterri- 
torial force. 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Branetti,  October  23,  1878;  MSS.  notes,  Spain. 
Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to.Mr.  McLane,  Jane  23, 1886 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  France. 
rSee  ivfray  $  329.  ) 

The  law  of  nations  is  considered  as  a  part  of  the  municipal  law  of 
each  state. 

5  Op.  (Appendix),  691,  Lincoln,  1802. 

International  law  is  founded  upon  natural  reason  and  justice,  the 
opinions  of  *'  writers  of  known  wisdom,  and  the  practice  of  civilized 
nations." 

9  Op.  350,  Black,  1859. 

X.  MUNICIPAL  LAWS  NOT  EXTBATEBRITORIAL. 

Municipal  variations  of  the  law  of  nations  have  no  extraterritorial 
effect. 

The  Resolution,  2Dall.,l,  (Fed.  Ct.  App.  1781).  The  Nereide,  9  C ranch,  388. 
(See  Henfield's  case,  Whart.  St.Tr.,  49-66.) 

No  foreign  power  can  rightfully  erect  any  court  of  judicature  within 
the  United  States,  unless  by  force  of  a  treaty.  The  admiralty  juri.sdic- 
tion  exercised  by  cc  usuLs  of  France  in  the  United  States  is  not  of  right. 

Glass  V.  The  sloop  Betsey,  3  Dallas,  6.  , 

Whatever  may  be  the  municipal  law  under  which  a  tribunal  act«,  if 
it  exercise  a  jurisdiction  which  its  sovereign  is  not  allowed  by  the  laws 
of  nations  to  confer,  its  decrees  must  be  disregarded  out  of  the  domin- 
ions of  the  sovereign. 

Infra  $  329  a  ;  Rose  r.  Himoly,  4  Craucli,  241.  But  see  Hudson  p.  Guestier,  6  id, 
285. 

As  to  territorial  siipreniacy,  see  supray  $  1,  infra,  $  11a.    That  uinuicipal 
neutrality  laws  are  not  extraterritorial,  see  infra,  ^  403. 
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A  power  to  seize  for  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  country  is  an  attri- 
bute of  sovereignty^  and  is  to  be  exercised  within  the  limits  which  cir- 
eamscribe  the  sovereign  power  from  which  it  is  derived.  And  'while 
the  rights  of  war  may  be  exercised  on  the  high  seas,  a  seiznre  beyond 
the  limits  of  territorial  jurisdiction  for  a  breach  of  a  municipal  regula- 
tion is  not  warranted  by  international  law. 

Rose  V.  Himely,  4  Cranoh,  241.    (Ii^-a,  $  403.) 

The  municipal  laws  of  one  nation  do  not  extend,  in  their  operation, 
beyond  its  own  territory ,  except  as  regards  its  own  citizens  or  subjects. 

The  ApoUon,  9  Wheat.,  362. 

One  country  cannot  execute  the  penal  laws  of  another. 

The  Antelope,  10  Wheaton,  66. 

As  to  JariBdiction  of  offenses  on  shipboard,  and  in  particular  as  to  Jonathan 
Bobbins'  ease,  see  infra,  $  271a. 

As  a  general  proposition  the  laws  of  oue  country  have  in  themselves 
no  extraterritorial  force,  and  whatever  force  they  are  permitted  to 
have  in  foreign  countries  depends  upon  the  comity  of  nations,  regulated 
by  a  sense  of  their  own  interests  and  public  convenience. 

Le  Boy  v.  Crowninshield,  2  Mason,  151. 

The  presumptions  indulged  in  support  of  judgments  of  superior  courts 
of  general  jurisdiction  are  limited  to  jurisdiction  over  persons  within 
their  territorial  limits ;  persons  who  can  be  reached  by  their  process. 

Galpin  v.  Page,  18  WaUace,  350. 

Under  the  statute  law  of  France,  which  provides  that  a  father-in-law 
and  mother-in-law  must  make  allowance  to  a  son-in-law  who  is  in  need, 
so  long  as  a  child  of  the  marriage  is  living,  a  son-in-law,  a  French 
citizen,  obtained  a  decree  in  the  French  courts  for  an  allowance  against 
his  father-in-law  and  mother-in-law  who  were  American  citizens,  all 
the  parties  then  residing  in  France.  The  son-inlaw  subsequently 
brought  an  action  of  debt  on  the  decree,  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  decreed  payment,  which  had  not 
been  paid.    It  was  ruled : 

(1)  That  the  suit  could  not  be  maintained.  The  laws  of  France, 
upon  which  such  decrees  were  made,  are  local  in  their  nature  and 
operation.  They  are  designed  to  regulate  the  domestic  relations  of 
those  who  reside  there,  and  to  protect  the  public  against  pauperism. 
They  have  no  extraterritorial  significance,  but  must  be  executed  upon 
persons  and  property  within  their  jurisdiction. 

(2)  Adjudications  of  the  French  tribunals  under  these  laws  are  in 
the  nature  of  local  police  regulations,  like  orders  of  filiation  and  orders 
made  under  local  statutes  to  guard  against  pauperism,  and  are  not  of 
extra-territorial  operatiou,  like  judgments  for  claims  founded  upon 
contracts  or  other  private  rights  everywhere  recognized. 

De  Brimont  v,  PeDniman,  10  Blatehf.,  436. 
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Mnnicipal  laws  ''have  no  controlling  operation  beyond  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  countries  enacting  them."  Hence,  in  qnestions  between 
two  independent  nations,  '/  neither  has  a  right  to  appeal  to  its  own 
mnnicipal  laws  for  the  rales  to  settle  the  matter  in  dispute  which  oc- 
curred within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  third  independent  power.'' 

Mr.  Marcy,  Seo.  of  State^  to  Mr.  Htilseman,  Sept.  20, 1853.    MSS.    Notes,  Aust. 
(Eofizta  case).    See  U^a,  $  198. 

*'  It  cannot  be  expected  that  any  Government  would  go  so  far  aB  to 
yield  to  a  pretension  of  a  foreign  power  to  revise  and  review  the  proceed- 
ings of  its  courts  under  the  claim  of  an  international  right  to  correct 
errors  therein,  either  in  respect  to  the  application  of  principles  of  law, 
or  the  application  of  facts  as  evidence  in  cases  where  the  citizens  of 
such  foreign  power  have  been  convicted.  It  certainly  could  not  be 
expected  that  such  a  claim  would  be  allowed  before  the  party  making 
it  had  first  presented  a  clear  case  prima  facie  of  wilM  denial  of  justice 
or  a  deliberate  perversion  of  judicial  forms  for  the  purpose  of  oppres- 
sion.^' 

Mr.  Maroy,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jackson,  Apr.  6,  1855.    MBS.  Inst.  Austria. 
Ji»/ra,  J241jr. 

''  A  certificate  of  discharge  from  a  court  in  bankruptcy  can  have  no 
validity  in  a  foreign  country  as  against  a  foreign  creditor  representing 
a  debt  contracted  in  a  foreign  country  unless  he  has  brought  his  claim 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  by  proving  it, 
and  thus  putting  himself  in  a  position  to  share  in  the  dividends  {infra^ 
$  329a).  Whether,  in  case  he  does  so  prove  it,  such  certificate  will  have 
weight  in  a  foreign  country  will  depend  upon  the  local  laws  in  such 
country,  whose  courts  will  undoubtedly  act  with  due  regard  to  the  comity 
of  nations." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Riger,  October  21, 18G9.    MSS.  Dom.  Let.    (See 
Whart.  Conf.  of  Laws,  $$  531, 804.) 

'<  While  there  is  no  special  statute  authorizing  the  Executive  to  grant 
permission  to  land  a  cable  on  the  coast  of  the  United  States,  neither  is 
there  any  statute  prohibiting  such  action,  and  I  find  on  examination  of 
the  records  of  this  Department  that  in  1875  conditional  authority  was 
given  to  land  a  French  cable  at  Eye  Beach,  K  H.,  and  that  in  1879 
permission  was  given  to  land  a  cable  on  Gape  Cod.  These  precedent« 
seem  to  justify  a  similar  concession  to  the  Central  and  South  American 
Company;  which  there  is  the  less  hesitation  in  according,  as  it  is  a 
corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  a  State  of  the  United  States, 
and  purposes  to  land  its  cable  on  the  shores  of  the  State  which 
created  it 

"The  authority  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  to  grant 
this  permission  is  exercised  only  in  the  absence  of  legislation  by  Con- 
gress regulating  the  subject,  and  concessions  of  the  privilege  heretofore 
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have  been  sabject  to  saoh  fatore  action  by  Congress  in  the  matter  as  it 
may  at  any  time  take." 

lir.  Davis,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Thompson,  October  10, 1882.    MSS.  Dom. 

Let.    (See  to  the  same  effect,  Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mossn. 

Mackay  and  Bennett,  December  5, 1883.    MSS.  Dom.  Let.) 
As  to  international  telegraph  lines  through  Central  America  and  along  the 

northern  Pacific  shores,  see  circular  of  Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  August 

18,  1864.    MSS.  Instruct.  Am.  States. 

^^  No  sovereignty  can  extend  its  process  beyond  its  own  territorial 
limits  80  as  to  sabject  either  persons  or  property  to  its  judicial  decisions, 
and  every  exertion  of  authority  of  this  sort  beyond  its  limits  is  a  mere 
nullity,  and  incapable  of  binding  such  persons  or  property  in  any  other 
tribnnfds." 

Halleck  Int.  Law,  cited  by  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan, 

May  17,  1884.    MSS.  IdsC,  Mexico;  For. Bel,.  x884. 
See  fhrther  Whart.  Conf.  of  Laws,  $  $  734  Jf  ;  in/Vo,  $  406.    As  to  nonubiquity  of 

prize  court  action,  see  it^fray  i  329a. 

While,  however,  statutes,  as  a  rule,  have  no  extraterritorial  effect  by 
their  own  vigor,  it  is  otherwise  when  they  are  part  of  a  system  of  inter- 
antional  law  which  is  adopted  as  part  of  the  law  of  the  land.  (See  swpraj 
§  8.)  Nor  is  this  incorporation  of  international  law  in  the  law  of  the 
land  confined  merely  to  public  law.  It  extends  to  what  is  called  private 
international  law,  that  is,  international  law  which  affects  the  rights  of 
individuals.  Thus,  as  will  be  seen,  the  form  of  marriage  is  determined 
by  the  law  of  the  place  of  solemnization  {infra^  §  261) ;  personal  status  is 
in  some  cases  determined  by  the  law  of  domicil  (Whart.  Gonf.  of  Laws, 
§  101,^,  while  contracts  as  to  their  mode  of  solemnization  are  gov- 
erned by  the  law  of  the  place  of  solemnization,  as  to  their  interpretation 
by  the  law  of  the  place  from  which  the  parties  drew  their  idioms,  and 
as  to  their  performance  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  filerformanoe.  Ibid.^ 
5  393,Jf. 

■ 

That  statutory  limitations  as  to  piracy  bind  only  mnnioipaUy,  see  ittfra,  $  383. 

That  municipal  expansions  or  restrictions  of  the  law  of  nations  have  no  extra- 
territorial effect,  see  infroy  $  402  and  402a. 

That  prize  courts  when  following  merely  municipal  law,  oease  to  be  interna- 
tionally authoritative,  see  ii^a,  $  3G9a. 

Defective  or  erroneous  municipal  le^slation,  by  which  a  sovereign 
claims  to  be  unable  to  perfoim  his  international  obligations,  is  no  de- 
fense to  a  demand  by  another  sovereign  for  redress  for  a  violation  of 
international  duty.  This  position  was  taken  by  Oreat  Britain  against 
the  United  States  in  the  McLeod  case  (infraj  §  21);  by  the  United  States 
against  France  in  respect  to  French  spoliations  {infraj  §§  130,  318) ;  by 
the  United  States  against  Great  Britain  in  respect  to  the  Alabama  and 
cognate  claims  {infra^  §  402a) ;  and  by  the  United  States  against  Mex- 
ico and  other  States,  in  denying  their  right  to  impose  by  statute  restric- 
tions or  disabilities  not  sustainable  in  international  law  on  citizens  of 
the  United  States  (mfra^  §§  15, 176a). 

36 


§  lOr]  SOVEREIGNTY   OVER  LAND.  [CHAP.  I. 

^^  Neither  government"  (France  or  the  IJDited  States,  the  question  aris- 
ing at  the  time  of  the  refasal  of  the  French  chamber  of  deputies  to 
make  appropriations  to  carry  out  the  treaty  for  payment  to  the  United 
States  of  French  spoliations)  ^^  has  anything  to  do  with  the  auxiliary 
legislative  measures  necessary,  on  the  part  of  the  other  state,  to  give 
effect  to  the  treaty.  The  nation  is  responsible  to  the  government  of 
the  other  nation  for  its  non-execution,  whether  the  failure  to  fulfill  it 
proceeds  from  the  omission  of  one  or  the  other  of  the  departments 
of  its  government  to  perform  its  duty  it  respect  to  it.  The  omission 
here  is  on  the  part  of  the  legislature;  but  it  might  have  been  on 
the  part  of  the  judicial  department — the  court  of  cassation  might  have 
refused  to  render  some  judgment  necessary  to  give  effect  to  the  treaty. 
The  King  cannot  compel  the  Chambers,  neither  can  he  compel  the 
courts;  but  the  nation  is  not  the  less  responsible  for  the  breach  of  faith 
thus  arising  out  of  the  discordant  action  of  the  international  machinery 
of  its  constitution." 

Mr.  WheatoD,  Minister  at  Copenhagen,  to  Mr.  Bntler,  Attorney-General,  Jan- 
nary  20, 1835,  adopted  in  Lawrence's  Wheaton  (1863),  459 ;  and  quoted  also 
with  approval  in  Meier  on  Abschlnss  von  Staatsvertr&gen,  Leipzig,  1874,  p. 
168. 


XI.  DISTINCTIVE  RULE  AS  TO  TAXES, 

10. 


For  the  purpose  of  taxation,  some  kinds  of  personal  property  may 
have  a  situs  independent  of  the  domicil  of  the  owner ;  e,  g.j  property 
which  has  a  visible  and  tangible  existence ;  or  public  securities  consist- 
ing of  State  bonds  and  bonds  of  municipal  bodies;  but  not  personal 
property,  snch  as  bonds  and  debts  generally,  which  have  no  situs  inde- 
pendent of  the  domicil  of  the  owner. 

State  tax  on  foreign-held  bonds,  15  Wallace,  300. 

For  the  purpose's  of  taxation,  a  debt  has  its  situs  at  the  residence  of 
the  creditor,  and  may  be  there  taxed. 

Kirtland  v.  Hotchkiss,  100  (T.  S.,  491. 

^*'  So  far  as  the  question  of  taxation  is  concerned,  the  principles  are 
believed  to  be  quite  well  understood  which'ought  to  govern  the  ques- 
tion. 

*<  That  citizens  of  the  United  States  who  choose  to  reside  in  Cuba 
must,  in  the  absence  of  treaty  provisions  or  other  exemptions,  bear  their 
just  and  honest  share  of  such  burdens,  by  way  of  taxation,  as  the  needs 
of  good  government  and  public  protection  require,  needs  no  argument. 

"The  right  of  taxation  is  an  attribute  of  sovereignty. 

"  The  right  is  admitted  but  complaints  are  based  on  the  fact  that  op* 
portunity  is  taken  under  the  cover  of  a  right,  to  perpetrate  wrong  and 
ii^justice.    •    •    • 

"It  is  difScult  (for  instance)  to  call  it  a  rightful  exercise  of  the  sover. 
eign  power  of  taxation,  to  require  an  individual  owner  of  an  estate  to 
erect  a  fort,  of  a  particular  and  specified  description,  on  his  estate,  at  his 
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individual  cost,  or  to  require  him  to  construct  a  particular  line  of  tele- 
graph; and  when  such  things  are  done  by  an  arbitrary  order  of  a 
local  or  a  military  officer,  they  have  very  much  the  appearance  of  some- 
thing very  different  from  what  is  generally  recognized  as  taxation." 

Mr.  Fish^  Secretary  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cashing,  May  22,  1&76,  MSS.  Instmo., 
Spain.     See  infra,  $$37, 230. 

Xn.  DISTINCTIONS  UNDES  FEDERAL  CONSTITUTION 

§11. 

The  several  States  which  compose  the  Union,  so  far  at  least  as  regards 
their  municipal  regulations,  became  entitled,  from  the  time  when  they 
declared  themselves  independent,  to  all  the  rights  and  powers  of  sover- 
eign States  \  *and  among  those  rights  was  that  of  the  allegiance  of  their 
citizens. 

McIlTaine  v,  Coxe^s  Lessee,  4  Cranch,  200 ;  Inglis  v.  Trustees,  ^kc.,  3  Peters,  99. 

In  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  the  term  State  most  fre- 
quently expresses  the  combined  idea  of  people,  territory,  and  govern- 
ment. A  State,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  Constitution,  is  a  polit- 
ical community  of  free  citizens,  occupying  a  territory  of  defined  bound- 
aries and  organized  under  a  government  sanctioned  and  limited  by 
a  written  constitution,  and  established  by  the  consent  of  the  gov- 
erned. It  is  the  union  of  such  States,  under  a  common  Constitution, 
which  forms  the  distinct  and  greater  political  unit  which  that  Constitu- 
tion designates  as  the  United  States,  and  makes  of  the  people  and  States 
which  compose  it  one  people  and  one  country. 

Texas  v.  White,  7  Wall.,  700. 

« 

Sovereignty  for  the  protection  of  .rights  and  immunities  created  by 
or  dependent  upon  the  Constitution  rests  with  the  United  States. 

U.  8.  V.  Reese,  92  U.  8.,  214. 

Sovereignty  for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  life  and  personal  liberty 
within  the  respective  States  rests  with  the  States,  subject  to  the  quali- 
fications of  the  Constitution. 

U.  8.  9.  Cmiksbank,  92  U.  8.,  542. 

Correction  or  revision  of  the  action  of  State  courts  is  not  within  the 
province  of  the  Executive  of  the  Federal  Gk>vemment,  however  much  he 
may  decline  to  give  executive  efficiency  to  their  judgments. 

Mr.  Seward  to  Mr.  Van  Limbnrg,  Sept.  30, 1862 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Netherlands. 

The  Secretary  of  State,  as  representing  the  Executive,  is  the  sole  au- 
thority to  whom  foreign  sovereigns  can  appeal  for  redress  for  injuries 
inflicted  on  their  subjects  within  one  of  the  States  of  the  American 
Union.  (J;i/ra,  §79.)  But  while  such  is  the  case,  such  sovereigns  will 
be  informed  by  the  Secretary  of  State  that  in  the  United  States,  as  in 
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all  goveniments  where  the  jadiciary  and  the  executive  have  coordi- 
nate powers,  appeals  for  redress  in  such  cases  must  be  made  primarily 
to  the  local  judiciary,  and  that  the  Executive  of  the  United  States 
can  only  be  appealed  to  when  there  has  been  a  failure  of  justice,  after 
the  courts  have  been  duly  resorted  to.    {See  injra^  §§  230, 244,  31219a.) 

Xin.  TEBBITOBT,  ASA  RULE,  INVIOLABLE. 

(1)  GfiZnERAL  PBINCIPUtS. 

§  11a. 

No  sovereign,  according  to  modem  international  law,  can  exercise 
the  prerogatives  of  sovereignty  in  any  dominions  but  his  own. 

Mr.  JeffersoD,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Ternant,  Biay  15,  1793.    3iSS.  For  Leg. 
Notes;  1  Am.  State  Papeis  (F.  B.),  147.    See  mipra,  $$  1,  9. 


^^  Congress,  at  its  last  session,  passed  laws  which  authorized  the 
dent  to  aid  the  colonization  of  persons  of  certain  classes  of  African  de- 
rivation, with  their  consent,  in  some  tropical  country,  first  obtaining 
the  consent  of  the  Government  of  such  country  to  receive  such  settle- 
ments and  protect  them  in  all  the  rights  of  freemen.  The  execution  of 
these  laws  was  devolved  by  the  President  upon  the  honorable  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior.  That  ofScer  is  understood  to  have  recognized 
the  honorable  Mr.  Pomeroy  as  an  agent  for  persons  belonging  to  the 
specified  classes,  to  aid  and  direct  them  in  the  choice  of  their  locations 
and  establishing  their  settlements.  The  general  instructions  which 
were  given  to  him  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  expressly  inhibited 
Mr.  Pomeroy  from  attempting  to  make  such  location  and  settlement  in 
any  country  whatever,  without  first  having  obtained  the  consent  of  the 
Government  of  such  country  to  protect  the  proposed  settlement  of  such 
persons  there  with  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  freemen. 

"About  the  time  when  those  instructions  were  in  course  of  prepara- 
tion, his  excellency  Seilor  Antonio  Jos6  de  Yrisarri,  minister  plenipo- 
tentiary of  the  Eepublics  of  Guatemala  and  Salvador  near  the  United 
States,  gave  notice  to  this  Department  that  those  two  states  were  averse 
to  receiving  any  such* settlements;  and  for  that  reason  the  instructions 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  Mr.  Pomeroy  were  modified.  He  was 
informed  that  the  President  accepted  Mr.  Yrisarri's  communication  as 
a  definitive  declination  of  the  two  Governments  which  he  represented 
to  receive  and  protect  a  colony  of  the  class  proposed  in  their  respective 
countries.  Whereupon  Mr.  Pomeroy  was  expressly  directed  not  to  pro- 
ceed with  such  colony  to  any  part  of  the  territories  of  either  of  the  said 
Bepublics  of  Guatemala  and  Salvador. 

"In  your  note,  which  is  now  under  consideration,  you  protest,  in  be- 
half of  the  Bepublics  of  Costa  Bica,  Nicaragua,  and  Honduras,  against 
the  introduction  of  any  colony  of  the  kind  proposed  within  the  territory 
of  either  of  those  Bepublics.    You  also  inform  this  Department  that  a 
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portioD  of  the  region  called  Ghiriqiii,  which  is  claimed  by  Mr.  Ambrose 
W.  ThompsoD,  and  which  he  offers  as  a  site  for  such  a  colony,  lies  un- 
qaestionably  within  the  territory  of  Costa  Bica,  while  another  portion 
lies  within  the  unquestioned  territory  of  New  Granada,  and  still  a  third 
part  is  in  dispute  between  the  Government  of  Costa  £ica  and  New 
Granada;  and  you  extend  your  protest  so  as  to  make  it  cover  not  only 
the  unquestioned  territory  of  Costa  Rica,  but  also  that  portion  of  Ohiri- 
qui  which  is  claimed  by  Costa  Rica. 

^'  I  have  now  to  inform  your  excellency  that  the  acts  of  Congress,  under 
which  the  colonization  in  question  is  proposed  to  be  made,  do  not  war- 
rant the  attempt  to  establish  such  a  colony  in  any  country  without  the 
previous  consent  of  the  Government  thereof,  and  that  your  protest  is 
accepted  by  the  President  as  a  denial  of  such  consent  on  the  part  of 
the  three  states  you  so  worthily  represent" 

Mr.  Seward.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Molina,  Sept.  24, 1862;  MSS.  Notes,  Cent.  Am. 
Dip.  Corr.  1862. 

The  United  States  Government  cannot  purchase  a  grant  of  land  in, 
or  concession  of  right  of  way  over,  the  territories  of  another  nation,  as 
could  an  individual  (y  private  corporation,  since,  by  the  law  of  nations, 
one  Government  cannot  enter  upon  the  territories  of  another,  or  claim 
any  right  whatever  therein. 

9  Op.,  286,  Black  (1869). 

(2)  BBCBUmNO  IN  FOREIOM  STATE  FOBBIDDSN. 

§12. 

'^One  other  subject  of  discussion  between  the  United  States  and 
Great  Britain  has  grown  out  of  the  attempt  which  the  exigencies  of 
the  war  in  which  she  is  engaged  with  Bussia  induced  hereto  make,  to 
draw  recruits  from  the  United  States. 

<^It  is  the  traditional  and  settled  policy  of  the  United  States  to  main- 
tain impartial  neutralily  during  the  wars  which  from  time  to  time  occur 
among  the  great  powers  of  the  worid.  Performing  all  the  duties  of 
neutrality  towards  the  respective  belligerent  states,  we  may  reasonably 
expect  them  not  to  interfere  with  our  lawful  eujoyment  of  its  benefits. 
Notwithstanding  the  existence  of  such  hostilities,  our  citizens  retain 
the  individual  right  to  continue  all  their  accustomed  pursuits,  by  land 
or  by  sea,  at  home  or  abroad,  subject  only  to  such  restrictions  in  this 
relation  as  the  laws  of  war,  the  usage  of  nations,  or  special  treaties, 
may  impose;  and  it  is  our  sovereign  right  that  our  territory  and  juris- 
diction shall  not  be  invaded  by  either  of  the  belligerent  parties  for  the 
transit  of  their  armies,  the  operations  of  their  fleets,  the  levy  of  troops 
for  their  service,  the  fitting  out  of  cniisers  by  or  against  either,  or  any 
other  act  or  incident  of  war.  And  these  undeniable  rights  of  neutrality, 
individual  and  national,  the  United  States  will  under  no  circumstances 
surrender." 

President  Pierce's  Third  Annual  Message,  1855. 
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^^In  aathoming  a  plan  of  recraitment,  which  wa«  to  be  carried  oat 
in  part  within  our  territory,  the  British  Government  seems  to  have  for- 
gotten that  the  United  States  had  sovereign  rights  as  well  as  municipal 
laws  which  were  entitled  to  its  respect.  For  very  obvions  reasons  the 
officers  employed  by  Her  Majesty's  Government  in  raising  recruits  from 
the  United  States  wonld,  of  coarse,  be  cautioned  to  avoid  exposing 
themselves  to  the  penalties  prescribed  by  our  laws,  but  the  United 
States  had  a  right  to  expect  something  more  than  precautions  to  avoid 
those  penalties.  They  had  a  right  to  expect  that  the  Government  and 
officers  of  Great  Britain  would  regard  the  policy  indicated  by  these 
laws,  and  respect  our  sovereign  rights  as  an  independent  and  friendly 
power.^ 

Mr.  Marey,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Crampton,  September  5, 1855.    MSS.  Notae, 
Great  Britain. 

^^  This  Government  does  not  contest  Lord  Clarendon's  two  proposi- 
tions in  respect  to  the  sovereign  rights  of  the  United  States— first,  that 
in  the  absence  of  municipal  law  Great  Britain  may  enlist,  hire,  or  engage 
as  soldiers  within  the  British  territory  persons  who  have  left  the  United 
States  for  that  purpose ;  (this  proposition  is,  howerer,  to  be  understood 
as  not  applying  to  persons  who  have  been  enticed  away  from  this 
country  by  tempting  offers  of  reward,  such  as  commissions  in  the 
British  army,  high  wages,  liberal  bounties,  pensions,  and  portions  of 
the  royal  domain,  urged  on  them  while  within  the  United  States  by 
the  officers  and  agents  of  Her  Majesty's.  Government);  and,  secondly, 
no  foreign  power  has  a  right  to  enlist  and  organize  and  train  men  as 
British  soldiers  within  the  United  States.  The  right  to  do  this  Lord 
Olarendon  does  not  claim  for  his  Government;  and  whether  the  British 
officers  have  done  so  or  not  is,  as  he  appears  to  understand  the  case, 
the  only  question  at  issue,  so  far  as  international  rights  are  involved, 
between  the  two  countries. 

^^  Li  his  view  of  the  question  as  to  the  rights  of  territory,  irrespective 
of  municipal  law.  Lord  Olarendon  is  understood  to  maintain  that  Her 
Majesty's  Government  may  do  anything  within  the  United  Stat-es  short 
of  enlisting  and  organizing  and  training  men  as  soldiers  for  the  British 
army  with  perfect  respect  to  the  sovereign  rights  of  this  country. 

'<  This  proposition  is  exactly  the  reverse  of  that  maintained  by  this 
Government,  which  holds  that  no  foreign  power  whatever  has  the  right 
to  do  either  of  the  specified  acts  without  its  consent.  No  foreign  power 
can,  by  its  agents  or  officers,  lawfully  enter  the  territory  of  another  to 
enlist  soldiers  for  its  service  or  organize  or  train  them  therein,  or  even 
entice  persons  away  in  order  to  be  enlisted  without  express  permis- 
sion." 

Mr.  Maroy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Bfr.  Baohanan,  December  28, 1865.    MSS.  Inst, 
Great  Britain;  eee infray  t$  392,  395. 
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It  is  not  lawfdl  to  enlist  soldiers  in  foreign  territoiy  without  the  oon- 
sent  of  its  Gtovemment. 

7  Op.,  367,  Cnshing,  1855. 

The  oorreBpondence  of  the  United  States  with  Great  Britain  in  1856  relative  to 
reomiting  in  the  United  States  will  be  found  in  British  and  Foreign  State 
Papers  for  1857-8,  vol.  48, 190  Jfy  comprising  Mr.  Crampton's  dispatches  of 
March  3^  1856,  and  of  Jane  10,  1856,  in  his  own  defense,  Lord  Clarendon's 
explanation  of  April  30, 1856,  and  Mr.  Marcy's  instmctionB  to  Mr.  Dallas 
ofMay27, 1866, 

Other  portions  of  the  correspondence  are  given  in  British  and  Foreign  State 
Papers  for  1860-1,  vol.  51;  and  in  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  35,  34th  Cong.,lst 


That  a  nentral  is  boond  to  prevent  snch  enlisting,  see  ii0*a,  $  395. 

The  correspondence  relative  to  the  dismissal  of  Mr.  Crampton,  British  minister 

in  the  United  States,  for  encouraging  British  recruiting  in  the  United 

States,  is  given  infra^  %  84. 

It  is  not,  however,  a  breach  of  neutrality  to  permit  subjects  on  their 
own  motion  to  go  to  a  foreign  land  to  enlist  in  the  service  of  a  bellig- 
erent.   [Jn/ra,  §  392.] 

(3)  Pkhmthhton  BxQXTisrrB  for  thf  Passaob  of  Foreion  Troops. 

§13. 

In  September,  1790,  General  Washington  having  put  the  qaestion  to 
Mr.  Adams,  Mr.  Jefferson,  and  Mr.  Hamilton,  ^^What  shoald  be  the 
answer  of  the  Executive  of  the  United  States  to  Lord  Dorchester  in 
case  he  shoald  apply  for  permission  to  march  troops  through  the  terri- 
tory of  said  States,  from  Detroit  to  the  Mississippi,"  Mr.  Adams  ad- 
vised a  refusal  of  such  a  request  (8  J.  Adams's  Works,  497).  Mr.  Jef- 
ferson was  of  the  same  opinion.  Mr.  Hamilton  argued  earnestly  and 
at  length  for  the  granting  of  the  request,  even  though  the  object  of 
the  movement  of  troops  should  be  the  attack  on  New  Orleans  and  the 
Spanish  possessions  on  the  Mississippi.    [4  Hamilt.  Works  (ed.  1886),  20.] 

Mr.  Jeffeieon's  opinion  against  the  policy  of  permitting  British  troops  to  be 
transported  over  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  from  Detroit  to  the 
Mississippi,  is  given  7  Jeff.  Works,  508. 

The  right  of  the  United  States  to  send  troops  across  the  Isthmus 
of  Panama  is  guaranteed  by  the  treaty  with  New  Granada  of  1846. 

Mr.  Marcy,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Paredes,  Jane  20,  1853 ;  M8S.  Notes  Colomb. ; 
same  to  same,  Oct.  12, 1853. 

No  belligerent  army  has  the  right  of  passage  through,  or  entry  into, 
neutral  territory  without  the  consent  of  its  sovereign. 

7  Op.,  122,  Cnshing,  1&'>5.    Seein/m,  $397. 

'.an  January,  1862,  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States 
transmitted  an  order  to  the  marshal,  and  all  other  Federal  ofSoers  in 
Portland,  directing  that  the  agents  of  the  British  Government  should 
have  all  proper  facilities  for  landing  and  conveying  to  Canada,  or  else- 
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where,  troops  and  muuitioDS  of  war  of  every  kind,  without  exception. 
The  occasion  of  the  order  was  the  expected  arrival  of  a  steamer  from 
England,  bound  to  Quebec  and  Montreal  with  troops. 

•  •••••• 

^^^TSo  foreign  nation  inimical  to  Great  Britain  is  likely  to  complain  of 
the  United  States  for  extending  sach  a  comity  to  that  power.  If^ 
therefore,  there  be  any  danger  to  be  apprehended  from  it,  it  must  come 
in  the  form  of  direct  hostility  on  the  part  of  the  British  Government 
against  the  United  States.  The  United  States  have  not  only  stadi- 
OQsly  practiced  the  most  perfect  justice  in  their  intercourse  with 
Great  Britain,  but  they  have  also  cultivated  on  their  part  a  spirit  of 
friendship  towards  her  as  a  kindred  nation,  bound  by  the  peculiar  ties 
of  commerce.  The  Grand  Trunk  Eailroad,  a  British  highway  extended 
through  the  territories  of  the  United  States  to,  perhaps,  the  finest  sea- 
port of  our  country,  is  a  monument  of  their  friendly  disposition.  The 
reciprocity  treaty,  favoring  the  productions  of  British  North  America 
in  the  markets  of  the  United  States  is  a  similar  monument  of  the  same 
wise  and  benevolent  policy.'  Mr.  Seward  to  the  governor  of  Maine, 
January  17, 1862.» 

Lawrence's  Wheaton,  ed.  1863,  p.  195 ;  see  also  3  Lawrenoe,  com.  snr.  droit, 
int.,  434. 

In  1875  permission  was  granted  to  the  governor  of  Canada  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  transport  "  through*  its  territory 
certain  supplies,  designed  tbr  the  use  of  three  divisions  of  Canadian 
mounted  police  force.'' 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Sk  £.  Thornton,  May  5, 1675.    MSS.  Notes,  Great  Bxit. 

In  October,  1876,  the  President  gave  permission  to  Mexico  ^^for  the 
landing  at  Brazos  Santiago,  in  Texas,  of  a  small  body  of  the  troops  of 
that  Eepublic,  supposed  to  be  intended  to  aid  in  the  defense  of  Mata- 
moras,''  with  the  proviso  that  the  stay  be  not  unnecessarily  long,  and 
that  the  Mexican  Government  be  held  liable  for  any  injury  inflicted  by 
the  troops  during  their  stay. 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cameron,  Oct.  20, 1876.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

^^  On  rare  occasions  the  consent  of  a  foreign  government  is  asked, 
through  diplomatic  channels,  for  the  passage  of  small  bodies  of  troops, 
or  for  permission  to  do  other  acts  which  might  otherwise  be  violation 
of  territory ;  but  in  such  cases,  as  the  offense  would  be  against  the 
sovereignty  of  the  government  only,  permission  at  times  is  accorded. 
It  is  seriously  doubted,  however,  whether  it  is  in  the  province  of  an 
officer  of  the  army,  in  command  on  a  distant  station,  to  permit  or 
sanction  such  violation.  It  is  also  extremely  doubtful  whether  it  is 
in  any  aspect  competent  to  assume  to  permit  a  foreign  power  to  trans- 
port persons  in  custody  through  the  territory  of  the  United  States, 
maintaining  over  them  while  in  trafisitu  any  authority  or  power.  In 
such  a  case  the  rights  of  the  individual  are  also  involved." 

Mr.  Fiah,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mi.  Cameion,  Deoember  7, 1876.    MSS.  Dom.  Let 
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Permission  was  g^ven  in  February,  1881,  by  the  governor-general 
of  Canada  for  the  passage  of  the  ^'  Bpaalding  Guards,"  of  Buffalo, 
armed  and  equipped,  over  the  Canada  Southern  Railway  from  Buffalo 
to  Detroit 

Mr.  Hay,  Aast.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sherman,  Febraary  24, 1881.    MSS,  Dom. 
Let. 

A  permission  to  a  foreign  government  to  transport  its  troops  over 
the  territory  of  the  United  States  will  be  granted  only  in  case  of 
peaceful  transfer  devoid  of  any  military  object  affecting  the  peace  of 
any  third  state. 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  April  5, 1885.    MSB.  Instrac  Mex. 
Ab  to  arrangement  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  as  to  the  right  of 

troops  to  cross  the  border  in  pursuit  of  hostile  Indians,  see  Mr.  Freling- 

hnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  June  6,  1882.    MSS.  Instruc,  Mex. 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jackson,  October  6,  1885,  ih,    (See.  also 

ii0ti,$$lS,'O0.) 
Aa  to  proposition  to  Mexico  to  allow  the  regular  troops  of  both  countries  to 

cross  the  border  in  pursuit  of  marauders,  see  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to 

Mr.  Foster,  May  4,  1875.    MSS.  Instruc,  Mex.    Infra,  $$  18,50«. 
That  a  neutral  giving  privileges  of  this  kind  to  one  belligerent  becomes  liable 

to  the  other  belligerent,  see  infra,  $  397. 

When  the  passage  of  troops  is  allowed,  this  bestows  extraterrito- 
riality on  the  troops  so  passing. 

Schooner  Exchange  v.  McFaddon;  7  Cranch,  116. 

As  will  hereafter  be  seen,  when  belligerent  troops  fly  to  neutral  ter- 
ritory to  escape  a  parsning  belligerent,  they  must  lay  down  their  arms. 
They  are  then,  when  in  neutral  territory,  protected  by  the  law  of  na- 
tions from  their  pursuers. 

Infra,  $  398. 
(4)  Skxzurs  of  Pebson  or  Propebtt  by  Fokbion  Pbincb  Forbiddbn. 

§14. 

A  seizure  for  the  breach  of  the  municipal  laws  of  one  nation  cannot 
be  made  within  the  territory  of  another. 

The  ApoUon,  9  Wheaton,  362. 

It  is  an  offense  against  the  law  of  nations  for  any  persons,  whether 
citizens  or  foreigners,  residing  in  the  United  States,  to  go  into  the  ter- 
ritory of  Spain  to  recover  their  property  by  force  or  in  any  manner 
other  than  its  laws  permit. 

1  Op.,  68,  Lee,  1797. 

As  to  territorial  waters,  see  infra  $$27,32. 

So  long  as  Denmark  tolerates  slavery  in  her  dominions  it  is  an  inva- 
uon  of  her  sovereignty  to  take  away  fh)m  St.  Groix  by  seduction,  invi- 
tation, connivance,  ignorance,  or  mistake,  slaves  firom  the  possession 
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of  Danish  owners,  and  if  avowed  and  unredressed  on  our  part  this  is  a 
JQSt  cause  of  war. 

1  Op.,  666,  Wirt,  1882. 

The  attempted  arrest  of  Koszta,  in  Turkey,  by  Austria,  was  treated 
in  the  Department  of  State  as  a  violation  of  international  law. 

Bfr.  FrelinghnyseD,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  RandaU,  Marph  14..  April  17, 1884.    MSB 
Dom.  Let    (See  infra,  $$  48,  19Q.) 

But  when  an  alleged  criminal  is  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States  by  irregular  extradition  process  or  by  kidnapping, 
this  is  a  defense  he  cannot  set  up  when  tried  for  the  offense  for  which 
the  arrest  was  made.    The  wrong  is  for  executive  redress. 

Whart.  Cr.Pl.  and  Prao.,  J  27. 

(5)  Aino  so  OF  FoBBiON  Jurisdiction  of  Crimes. 

§16. 

It  is  incompatible  with  the  limits  of  the  present  work  to  give  in 
detail  the  rulings  of  oar  courts  in  reference  to  junsdictiou  of  crimes. 
In  another  work  they  are  given  under  the  following  heads : 

Federal  jndiciary  has  no  common  law  jurisdiction  (Whart.  Or. 

Law,  §  253). 
Federal  courts  have  statutory  jurisdiction  over — 
Offenses  against  law  of  nations  (id.,  §  258). 
Offenses  against  federal  sovereignty  (id.,  §  259.) 
Offenses  against  individuals  on  federal'soil  or  ships  (u^.,  §  260). 
Offenses  against  federal  justice  (id.,  §  262). 
Conflict  and  concurrence  of  jurisdictions. 
Offenses  at  sea  cognizable  in  country  of  flag  (id.,  269). 
Federal  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  crimes  on  high  seas  out  of 

State  jurisdiction  (id.,  270). 
Sovereign  has  jurisdiction  of  sea  within  cannon-shot  from  shore 
{id.j  271). 
Offenses  by  subjects  abroad. 
Subjects  may  be  responsible  to  their  own  sovereign  for  offenses 

abroad  (id,j  271). 
Apportionment  of  this  sovereignty  between  Federal  and  State 

governments  {id.,  273). 
Also  over  political  offenses  abroad  {id.^  274). 
Political  extraterritorial  offenses   by  subjects  are   punishable 

(id.,  275). 
Perjury  and  forgery  before  consular  agents  punishable  at  home 

(id.,  276). 
Homicide  by  subjects  abroad  punishable  in  England  (id.,  277). 
Liability  of  extraterritorial  principal. 
Extraterritorial  principal  may  be   intraterritorially  indictable 

(id.,  278). 
Agent's  act  in  such  case  imputable  to  principal  (id.,  279). 
Doubts  in  cases  where  agent  is  independently  liable  (id.,  280). 
Offenses  by  aliens  in  country  of  arrest. 
Aliens  indictable  in  country  of  arrest  by  Roman  law  (id.,  281). 
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So  in  English  and  American  law  {id.j  282). 

So  as  to  Indians  (td.,  282a). 

But  not  so  as  to  belligerents  (u{.,  283). 
Offenses  by  aliens  abroad. 

Extraterritorial  offenses  against  our  rights  may  be  intraterri- 
torially  indictable  (id.,  2&). 

Jarisdiction  claimed  in  cases  of  peijory  and  forgery  before  con- 
suls (id.j  285). 

Punishment  in  such  cases  (id.,  286). 
Offenses  spreading  over  a  plurality  of  jurisdictions. 
Accessaries  and  co -conspirators  indictable  in  place  of  accessary- 
ship  or  conspiracy  and  of  performance  (id.,  287). 
In  continuous  offenses  each  place  of  overt  act  has  jurisdiction 
(id.,  288). 

Adjustment  of  punishment  in  such  cases  (id.,  289). 

In  larceny  thief  is  liable  wherever  goods  are  taken  (id.,  291). 

In  homicide  place  of  wound  has  jurisdiction,  and  by  statute 
place  of  death  (id.,  292). 

Law  of  place  of  performance  may  determine  indictability  (id.. 
292a). 

Sovereigns  may  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  {id.,  293). 

Offenses  against  law  of  nations  (id.,  §§  1860, 1889, 1900). 

^^No  act  committed  in  one  country,  however  criminal,  according  to 
its  laws,  is  criminal  according  to  the  laws  of  the  other.  Crimes,  in  a 
legal  sense,  are  local,  and  are  so  only  because  the  acts  constituting 
them  are  declared  to  be  so  by  the  laws  of  the  country  where  they  are 
perpetrated.  Great  Britain  cannot  by  her  laws  make  an  act  committed 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  criminal  within  her  terri- 
tories, however  immoral  of  itself,  and  vice  versa.  The  proposition  is 
too  clear  to  require  illustration  or  to  be  contested;  but,  if  that  be  ad- 
mitted, it  must  also  be  admitted  that  the  criminality  referred  to  in  the 
proviso  is  to  be  judged  of  by  the  laws  of  the  place  within  whose  Juris- 
diction the  act  was  charged  to  have  been  perpetrated,  and  not  where 
the  fttgitive  is  found." 

Mr.  Calhoon,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.   Everett,  Angnst  7,  1844.     MSS.  Inst., 
Great  BiitaiiL 

*<  We  hold  that  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  a  nation  is  limited  to  its 
own  dominions  and  to  vessels  under  its  flag  on  the  high  seas,  and  that 
it  cannot  extend  it  to  acts  committed  within  the  dominion  of  another 
withoat  violating  its  sovereignty  and  independence.  Standing  on  this 
well-established  and  unquestioned  principle,  we  cannot  permit  Oreat 
Britain  or  any  other  nation,  be  its  object  or  motive  what  it  may,  to  in- 
fringe our  sovereignty  and  independence  by  extending  its  criminal 
jurisdiction  to  acts  committed  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States, 
be  they  perpetrated  by  whom  they  may.  All  therein  are  subject  to 
their  jarisdiction,  entitled  to  their  protection,  and  amenable  exclusively 
to  their  laws.'' 

Mr.  CaUioim,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Everett,  September  25,  1844.    MSS.  Inst., 
Great  Britain. 
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^^  By  the  law  of  nations  every  independent  state  possesses  the  excln- 
sive  right  of  police  over  all  persons  within  its  jurisdiction,  whether  npon 
its  soil  or  in  its  vessels  npon  the  ocean,  and  this  national  prerogative 
can  only  be  interfered  with  in  cases  where  acts  of  piracy  are  committed^ 
which,  by  the  public  law  of  the  world,  are  cognizable  by  any  power 
seizing  the  vessel,  thus  excluded  from  the  common  rights  of  the  ocean." 

Mr.  Caas,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  DaUaa,  Feb.  23,  1859.    MSS.  InBtrao.,  Great 
Britain. 

<^  Beferring  to  the  correspondence  which  has  taken  place  concerning 
the  case  of  Peter  Martin,  held  in  custody  in  British  Columbia,  and  par- 
ticularly to  my  notes  of  the  2d  of  November  and  the  6th  of  December 
last,  I  have  now  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  a  dispatch  has  been 
received  from  the  consul  of  the  United  States  at  Victoria,  dated  De- 
cember 20,  stating  that  Martin  had  been  brought  to  trial  for  the  assault 
charged  against  him,  in  a  court  of  assize  held  at  Victoria,  on  the  16th 
December  ultimo,  before  the  Hon.  P.  P.  Grease,  a  justice  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  province,  and  had  been  found  guilty  and  sentenced  to  one 
year  and  nine  months'  imprisonment  at  hard  labor,  to  take  effect  after 
the  expiration  of  the  term  of  imprisonment  of  fifteen  months  to  which 
he  was  sentenced  in  September  last. 

'^  The  consul,  who  was  present  at  the  trial,  states  that  two  witnesses, 
who  were  on  the  spot  at  the  happening  of  the  occurrence,  testified  that 
the  assault  occurred  in  what  is  considered  to  be  Alaska  territory,  one  lo- 
catingthepoint  near  the  StickineBiver,  eight  or  ten  miles  from  itsmouth, 
the  other  at  a  distance  of  some  ten  or  twenty  miles  from  its  mouth,  and 
that  the  judge,  in  charging  the  jury,  referred  at  some  length  to  the  point 
of  jurisdiction  and  to  the  fact  that  a  question  had  been  raised  by  this 
Government  concerning  the  right  of  a  court  in  the  province  to  try  ^he 
prisoner  for  an  offense  committed  in  Alaska  and  to  correspondence 
between  the  two  Governments,  but  stated  to  the  jury  that  he  would 
entirely  disembarrass  them  on  that  point  by  saying  tiiat  no  evidence 
had  b^n  produced  or  could  be  produced  to  show  that  the  offense  for 
which  the  prisoner  was  on  trial  was  really  committed  in  Alaska,  as  the 
boundary  between  the  two  countries  on  the  Stickine  Biver  remained 
undetermined,  and  no  line  of  demarkation  existed  showihg  how  far  up 
that  river  American  territory  actually  extends,  whether  it  was  five  miles, 
ten  miles,  or  thirty  miles ;  and  that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  court 
had  jurisdiction  or  concurrent  jurisdiction,  and  the  proceedings  in  try- 
ing the  prisoner  were  just  and  proper. 

*^  In  the  note  originally  addressed  to  you,  under  date  of  November  2, 
it  was  suggested  that  if  it  appeared  that  the  assault  was  committed 
within  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  Martin  could  not  properly 
be  tried  for  the  offense  with  which  he  was  charged,  and  that  he  should 
be  set  at  liberty ;  and  I  had  the  honor  to  request  that  you  would  call 
the  attention  of  Her  Majesty's  proper  authorities  to  the  case,  that  an 
examination  of  the  facts  might  be  made  before  the  case  was  disposed  ot 
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^^The  foots  were  laid  before  yon,  and  while  no  nnneceasary  prominence 
was  given  to  the  violation  of  the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States 
which  had  taken  place,  it  was  confidently  hoped  that  before  Martin 
was  placed  on  trial  for  the  new  charge,  or  before  any  proceedings  had 
been  taken  to  continue  his  imprisonment  on  the  former  one,  the  facts 
would  have  been  carefully  examined  by  the  colonial  authorities  and  a 
conclusion  reached  as  to  what  course  should  properly  be  taken,  in  view 
of  the  rights  of  Martin  and  of  the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States, 
which  it  was  stated  had  been  invaded,-  and  it  is  a  matter  of  regret  that 
under  the  circumstances  the  court,  with  apparent  knowledge  of  the 
'  facts,  should  have  proceeded  with  the  trial  and  have  sentenced  the 
prisoner,  and  assumed  to  decide  questions  having  a  serious  bearing  on 
the  rights  and  jurisdiction  of  the  two  countries.  Moreover,  the  posi- 
tion assumed  by  the  learned  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial,  if  rightly 
reported,  seems  to  be  such  as  I  feel  qnite  confident  will  not  be  sus- 
tained by  Her  Majesty's  Government. 

^<The  absence  of  a  line  defined  and  marked  on  the  surface  of  the 
earth  as  that  of  the  limit  or  boundary  between  two  countries  cannot 
confer  upon  either  a  jurisdiction  beyond  the  point  where  such  line 
should  in  fact  be.  That  is  the  boundary  which  the  treaty  makes  the 
boundary.  Surveys  make  it  certain  and  patent,  but  do  not  alter  rights 
or  change  rightful  jurisdiction. 

'^  It  may  be  inconvenient  or  difficult  in  a  particular  case  to  ascertain 
whether  the  spot  on  which  some  occurrence  happened  is  or  is  not  be- 
yond the  boundary -line ;  but  this  is  simply  a  question  of  fact,  upon 
the  decision  of  which  the  right  to  entertain  jurisdiction  must  depend. 

<^  I  have  the  honor,  therefore,  to  ask  again  your  attention  to  the  sub- 
ject and  to  remark  that  if,  as  appears  admittedly  to  be  the  fact,  the 
colonial  officers  in  transporting  Martin  from  the  place  at  which  he  was 
convicted  to  his  place  of  imprisonment,  via  the  Stickine  Biver,  did 
conduct  him  within  and  through  what  is  the  unquestioned  territory  of 
the  United  States,  a  violation  of  the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States 
has  been  committed,  and  the  recapture  and  removal  of  the  prisoner 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  to  British  soil  was  an  illegal, 
violent,  and  forcible  act,  which  cannot  justify  the  subsequent  proceed- 
ings whereby  he  has  been,  is,  or  may  be,  restrained  of  his  liberty. 

'<  I  have,  therefore,  to  express  the  hope  that  if  Her  Majesty's  authori- 
ties find  the  &ct  to  be  as  it  is  represenied,  that  Martin  was  conducted  ^ 
by  the  officers  having  him  in  custody  into  and  through  the  Territory 
of  Alaska,  being  part  of  and  within  the  jurisdiction  and  sovereignty  of 
the  United  States,  he  be  set  at  liberty. 

'<I  most  not  allow  this  question  to  pass  without  entering  an  explicit 
dissent  from  the  doctrine  which  seems  to  be  advanced  by  the  learned 
judge  who  presided  at  the  trial  of  Martin,  that  jurisdiction  or  concur- 
rent jurisdiction  vests  in  Her  Majesty's  colonial  authorities  or  courts 
over  offenses  committed  within  any  part  of  the  Territory  of  Alaska,  even 
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though  80  near  to  the  trealy-line  that  ancertainty  or  doubt  may  exist 
on  which  side  of  such  line  the  offense  is  committed.  It  cannot,  I  think, 
be  necessary  to  argue  this  point,  or  to  do  more  than  record  this  dissent 
and  denial  of  a  doctrine  which,  I  have  no  doubt,  Her  Majesty's  Govern- 
ment agrees  with  me  in  repudiating." 

ICr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  January  10, 1877;  H8S.  Notes, 
-Great  Brit.;  For.Rel.,  1877.  (See, for  same  correspondence,  Brit,  and  For. 
State  Papers,  1876-7,  vol.  68.) 

^^  On  July  22, 1886,  the  telegram  of  Mr.  Jackson,  minister  at  Mexico, 
dated  July  21, 1886,  was  received  here,  stating  the  refusal  of  the  Mex- 
ican Government  to  accede  to  the  telegraphic  demand  of  the  under- 
signed for  Cutting's  release,  the  substance  of  which  telegram  is  ap- 
pended. Ob  the  same  day  a  summary  of  the  reasons  for  so  declining 
was  asked  for  by  telegraph,  and  on  the  same  night  a  reply  from  Mr. 
Jackson  was  received,  giving  a  summary  of  the  Mexican  reasons.  The 
substance  of  this  telegraphic  summary  is  annexed,  and  the  full  text  of 
Mr.  Mariscal's  refusal  is  found  among  the  accompaniments  to  a  later 
dispatch  from  Mr.  Jackson— No.  272,  of  July  22, 1886. 

**On  July  26, 1886,  Consul  Brigham  telegraphed  to  this  Department 
that  the  governor  of  Chihuahua  was  pushing  the  trial  of  Cutting,  who 
ignored  the  proceedings ;  copy  of  which  telegram  is  appended. 

'^On  July  27, 1886,  the  instruction  of  the  undersigned,  numbered  228, 
was  mailed  to  Mr.  Jackson ;  copy  thereof  is  annexed. 

^<The  last  communication  from  Minister  Jackson  on  the  subject,  being 
his  dispatch  No.  272,  of  July  22, 1886,  hereinbefore  referred  to,  was  re- 
ceived at  this  Department  on  the  31st  ultimo.  It  conveys  the  text  of 
the  correspondence  had  by  him  with  the  Mexican  secretary  for  foreign 
affairs,  in  which  Cutting's  release  was  demanded  and  refused. 

^^In  the  interim  since  July  27, 1886,  the  undersigned  has  had  several 
personal  interviews  with  Mr.  Matias  Romero,  the  Mexican  minister  at  this 
capital,  whose  desire  for  a  satisfactory  adjustment  of  this  case  has  been 
manifested,  but  from  whom  the  undersigned  has  procured  no  other  in- 
formation than  is  contained  in  the  correspondence  herein  recited. 

^<A  copy  of  article  186  of  the  Mexican  code,  which  was  handed  to  the 
undersigned  by  Mr.  Romero  in  support  of  the  claim  of  Mexico  to  take 
cognizance  of  crimes  of  which  Mexicans  were  the  subject  in  foreign  coun- 
tries, is  herewith  appended. 

''This  conflict  of  laws  is  even  more  profound  than  the  literal  differ- 
ence of  correaponding  statutes,  for  it  affects  the  underlying  principles 
of  security  to  personal  liberty  and  freedom  of  speech  or  expression  which 
are  among  the  main  objects  sought  to  be  secured  by  our  frame^work  of 
Government. 

''The  present  case  may  constitute  a  precedent  fraught  with  the  most 
serious  results. 

"The  alleged  offense  may  be— and  undoubtedly  in  the  present  case 
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is— within  the  United  States  held  to  be  a  misdemeanor,  not  of  high 
grade ;  bnt  in  Mexico  may  be  associated  with  penal  resalts  of  the  grav- 
est character.  An  act  may  be  created  by  a  Mexican  statute  an  offense 
of  high  grade,  which  in  the  United  States  would  not  be  punishable  in 
any  degree.  The  safety  of  our  citizens  and  all  others  lawfully  within 
our  jurisdiction  would  be  greatly  impaired,  if  not  wholly  destroyed, 
by  admitting  the  power  of  a  foreign  state  to  define  offenses  and  apply 
penalties  to  acts  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States. 

'^  The  United  States  and  the  States  composing  this  Union  contain  the 
only  forum  for  the  trial  of  offenses  agaiust  their  laws,  and  to  concede 
the  jurisdiction  of  Mexico  over  Cutting's  case,  as  it  is  stated  in  Gonsul 
Brigham's  report,  would  be  to  substitute  the  jurisdiction  and  laws  of 
Mexico  for  those  of  the  United  States  over  offenses  committed  solely 
within  the  United  States  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

<^The  offense  alleged  is  the  publication  in  Texas,  by  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  of  an  article  deemed  libelous  and  criminal  in  Mexico. 
'So  allegation  of  its  circulation  in  Mexico  by  Mr.  Gutting  is  made,  and 
indeed  no  such  circulation  was  practicable  or  even  possible,  because 
the  arrest  was  summarily  made  on  the  same  day  of  the  publication  in 
the  English  language  in  Texas,  on  the  coming  of  the  alleged  writer  or 
publisher  into  Mexico.  And  the  Mexican  correspondence  accompany- 
ing Mr.  Mariscal's  refusal  to  release  Gutting,  found  in  the  accompani- 
ments to  Minister  Jackson's  dispatch.  No.  272,  of  July  22, 1886,  shows 
that  the  186th  article  of  the  Mexican  code  is  the  ground  of  the  jurisdic- 
tional claim. 

<^  Under  this  pretension,  it  is  obvious  that  any  editor  or  publisher  of 
any  newspaper  article  within  the  limits  and  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  could  be  arrested  and  punished  in  Mexico  if  the  same  were 
deemed  objectionable  to  the  ofScials  of  that  country,  after  the  Mexican 
methods  of  administering  justice,  should  he  be  found  within  those  bor- 
ders. 

^^  Aside  from  the  daim  of  extraterritorial  power,  thus  put  forth  for  the 
laws  of  Mexico  and  extending  their  jurisdiction  over  alleged  offenses 
admittedly  charged  to  have  been  committed  within  the  borders  of  the 
United  States,  are  to  be  considered  the  arbitrary  and  oppressive  pro- 
ceedings which,  as  measured  by  the  constitutional  standard  of  the 
United  States,  destroy  the  substance  of  judicial  trial  and  procedure,  to 
which  Mr.  Gutting  has  been  subjected." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  Report  to  the  President  in  Cntting's  case,  Ang.  2, 
1886.  MSS.  Report  book:  Sen.  Ex.  Doo.  No.  224,  49  Cong.,  1  Sess.  See 
fhrther  as  to  Cntting's  case,  inflra,  $  189. 

The  courts  of  the  United  States  do  not  execute  the  penal  laws  of 
another  country. 

2  Op.,  365,  Berrien,  1830;  see  Whart  Conf.  of  Laws,  $  4. 
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(6)  Foreign  Sibndixg  over  of  Paupers  and  CRnoNALs  Forbidden. 

§  16. 

The  transport  of  paupers  firom  Cuba  to  the  United  States  is  in  viola- 
tion of  United  States  laws  and  of  international  comity. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bernab^,  May  16,  1872;  MSS.  Notes,  Spain. 

As  to  deportation  of  criminals,  paupers,  and  insane  persons  from  Enrope,  by  the 

local  anthorities  there,  see  President's  message,  Febmary  28, 1881.    (S.  Ex. 

Doc.  62,  Forty-sixth  Congress,  third  session,  162.) 

The  act  of  Congress  of  1862,  aathorizing  the  colonization  of  certain 
classes  of  persons  of  African  derivation  in  tropical  coantries  was  condi- 
tioned on  the  assent  of  the  country  in  which  such  colonization  was  pro- 
posed. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Molina,  Sept.  24,  1862;  MSS.  Notes,  Cent. 

Am. ;  Dip.  Cor.  1862 ;  supra  i  11a, 
As  to  the  right  of  non-reception  or  expnlsion  of  such  persons,  see  ii^/Va,  (  206. 

XIV.  EXCEPTION  AS  TO  NECESSITY. 

§17. 

As  will  be  seen  more  fully  hereafter,  intrusion  on  the  territory  or 
territorial  waters  of  a  foreign  state  is  excusable  when  necessary  for 
self-protection  in  matters  of  vital  importance,  and  when  no  other  mode 
of  relief  is  attainable. 

Infra,  $$  38,  &0. 

XV.  EXCEPTION  JS  TO  FOREIGN  SOVEREIGNS,   FOREIGN  MINISTERS, 

AND  FOREIGN  TROOPS, 

§17a. 

*^  The  perfect  equality  and  absolute  independence  of  sovereigns,  and 
this  common  interest  impelling  them  to  mutual  intercourse  and  an 
interchange  of  good  offices  with  each  other,  have  given  rise  to  a  class 
of  cases  in  which  every  sovereign  is  understood  to  waive  the  exercise 
of  a  part  of  that  complete,  exclusive  territorial  jurisdiction  which  has 
been  stated  to  be  the  attribute  ot  every  nation. 

^<  First.  One  of  these  is  admitted  to  be  the  exemption  of  the  person  of 
the  sovereign  from  arrest  or  detention  within  a  foreign  territory.  •  •  • 

^^  Second.  A  second  case,  standing  in  the  same  principles  with  the 
first,  is  the  immunity  which  all  civilized  nations  allow  to  foreign  min- 
isters.   •    •    • 

'^  Third.  A  third  case,  in  which  a  sovereign  is  understood  to  cede  a 
portion  of  his  territorial  jurisdiction,  is  where  he  allows  the  troops  of  a 
foreign  prince  to  pass  through  his  dominions." 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  Schooner  Exchange  v.  McFaddon,  7  Cranch,  136. 
As  to  passage  of  troops,  see  supra,  $  13. 
As  to  immanities  of  foreign  ministers,  see  infra,  ^  92  ff. 
As  to  immunities  of  national  ships,  see  infra,  $  36. 
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XVI.  EXCEPTION  A8  TO  UNCIVILIZED  LANDS. 

§176. 

In  certain  nncivilized  or  semi-civilized  lands  there  is  by  force  of  treaty 
the  right  granted  to  the  United  States  to  establish  a  local  consular 
jadiciary  to  adjudicate  questions  in  which  citizens  of  the  United  States 
are  concerned.  (Jn/ra,  §  125.)  The  right,  also,  has  been  assumed  to 
arrest  in  such  lands  fugitives  from  justice,  or  offenders  against  the 
Oovemment  of  the  United  States. 

See  Mr.  Sewaid,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  MoMath,  April  28,  1862;  MSS.  Inst.  Bar- 
bary  States ;  Dip.  Corr. ,  1862.    (See  infra,  $  268;  Whart.  Conf.  of  Laws,  $  15. ) 

XVn.  DUTY  OF  BOVEEEIQH  TO  RESTRAIN  AGENCIES  LIKELY  TO   IN- 
JURE ANOTHER  COUNTRY. 

(1)  Prbdatort  Indians. 
$18. 
The  right  to  pnrsae  Indians  across  the  border  is  discussed  infrOf  $  50. 

<<  It  is  apprehended  that  the  Mexican  Government  is  not  well  aware 
that  although  for  a  heavy  pecuniary  consideration  it  has  released  the 
United  States  from  the  obligations  in  respect  to  predatory  incursions 
of  Indians  from  this  country  into  Mexico,  the  obligations  of  that  Gov- 
ernment in  respect  to  similar  marauders  from  that  country  into  the 
United  States  are  entire,  as  provided  for  both  by  public  law  and  by 
treaty.  The  duty  of  that  Government,  therefore,  at  least  to  aid  in 
restraining  its  savages  from  depredations  upon  us,  seems  to  be  clear. 
If  this  duty  shall  continue  to  be  neglected  we  may  be  compelled  in  self- 
defense  to  disregard  the  boundary  in  seeking  for  and  punishing  those 
bandits." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  May  28,  1877.  MSS.  Inst.,  Mexico. 
(See  Mr.  Fish,  Sec  of  State,  to  Mr.  Nelson,  Jane  36, 1871 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mex., 
For.  Bel.,  1871.) 

^^Beferring  to  the  correspondence  which  has  been  exchanged  between 
us  in  relation  to  the  movements  of  the  lately  hostile  Indians  under  the 
lead  of  Sitting  Bull,  I  have  now  the  honor  to  bring  to  your  attention 
the  substance  of  recent  information  received  through  the  responsible 
agents  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  to  invite  earnest  con- 
sideration of  the  important  points  thereby  suggested. 

'^  This  Government  has  been  informed  that  companies  of  hostile  In- 
dians from  Sitting  Bull's  camp  have  been  and  are  scattered  about,  in 
groups  of  lodges  of  varying  numbers,  throughout  the  entire  northern 
part  of  the  Indian  reservation  having  Fort  Peck,  on  the  Poplar  Biver, 
in  Montana  Territory,  for  its  headquarters  and  agency.  The  peaceable 
f^dept  Indians  of  th^  reservation  have  daily  come  into  the  agency 
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with  bitter  complaints  of  the  encroachments  of  Sitting  Bull's  men  on 
their  special  h anting  grounds.  They  say  that  they  find  Uncapapas 
from  Sitting  Ball's  camp  everywhere,  driving  and  scattering  the  bafGsilo 
and  other  game,  and  stealing  their  horses  and  ranning  them  over  the 
boandary  line,  thas  in  every  way  diminishing  the  ability  and  opportu- 
nity of  the  agency  Indians  to  maintain  themselves.  There  is  every 
reason  to  believe  that  Sitting  Bull  himself  was,  so  late  as  the  19th  ul- 
timo, within  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  and  had  been  camped 
south  of  the  boundary  line  since  February  last,  and  that  practically  all 
his  Indians  had  crossed  to  the  southward  of  our  northern  boundary, 
there  being,  as  they  claimed,  no  game  for  their  subsistence  on  the  Can- 
adian side.  This  state  of  things  naturally  gives  rise  to  disquietude, 
notwithstanding  the  later  information  communicated  to  me  by  you  in  a 
recent  conference,  that  Sitting  Bull  and  his  chief  lodges  of  warriors 
were  at  last  advices  again  on  British  territory. 

^<It  is  true  that  these  wandering  movements  of  an  irreconcilable  and 
declaredly  unfriendly  Indian  force  frt)m  one  side  to  the  other  of  the 
frontier,  do  not  indicate  any  determinate  purpose,  or  any  disposition 
even,  on  their  part  to  abandon  a  residence  under  British  protection,  or 
to  renew  the  state  of  warfare  with  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  whose  active  hostilities  were  only  arrested  by  the  refuge  sought 
and  afforded  on  the  soil  of  a  neighboring  state.  Yet  the  situation  now 
existing  on  both  sides  of  the*  border  cannot  but  be  regarded  as  one 
requiring  the  most  urgent  and  careful  attention  of  both  Governments, 
lest  by  uncertainty  as  to  the  precise  scope  and  definition  of  their  obli- 
gations towards  each  other,  and  indecision  in  their  treatment  of  the 
Indians  domiciled  within  their  jurisdiction,  undue  and  unnecessary 
difficulties  may  grow  out  of  the  present  attitude  of  these  tribes  which 
have,  in  the  most  formal  manner  possible  to  their  savage  state,  re- 
nounced their  rights  in  the  one  country  and  rejected  terms  of  security, 
subsistence,  and  peace,  to  seek  and  receive  asylum  and  residence  in 
the  other. 

'^  Should  these  erratic  movements  continue,  this  Government  may  at 
any  moment  be  brought  face  to  face  with  the  necessity  of  suppressing 
the  marauding  operations  of  the  hostile  Indians  under  Sitting  Bull's 
lead,  or  even  of  resorting  to  active  military  operations  to  repel  open 
attacks  upon  the  lives  and  property  of  its  own  people. 

'<  It  has,  as  it  conceives,  a  perfect  right  to  regard  as  a  menace  to 
domestic  peace  and  tranquillity  the  presence  within  its  borders  of  a 
warlike  body  of  disaffected  Indians,  who  have  explicitly  defied  its 
jurisdiction  and  by  their  own  act  embraced  the  protection  of  another 
IK>wer.  It  may  be  that,  in  the  interest  of  the  security  and  well  being 
of  both  friendly  Indians  and  white  natives  in  the  border-land,  this 
Gk>vemment  may  feel  constrained  to  enforce  submission  upon  those 
who,  after  openly  denying  its  laws  and  power,  and  withdrawing  them- 
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selves  therefrom,  may  return  within  its  jnrisdictioD,  with  or  without 
apparent  hostile  intent.  Should  this  Government  decide  to  compel  a 
submission  of  any  of  these  Indians  appearing  on  the  southern  side  of 
the  frt>ntier  line,  it  would  look  upon  a  new  recourse  for  asylum  across 
the  line  as  calling  for  prompt  and  efficient  action  by  the  British  Oov- 
emment  to  repulse  them,  or  to  disarm,  disable,  and  sequestrate  them 
under  a  due  responsibility  for  them  as  a  component  part  of  the  terri- 
torial population  of  the  British- American  dominion. 

*^  The  importance  of  a  distinct  understanding  on  this  point  is  ap- 
parent. It  is  impossible  to  give  countenance  to  any  line  of  argument 
or  assumption  by  which  these  savages  may  quit  and  resume  allegi- 
ance and  protection  at  will,  by  the  mere  circumstance  of  passing  to 
the  oue  side  or  the  other  of  a  conventioual  line  traced  through  the 
wilderness.  Before  the  era  of  hostilities  began  they  were  undoubt- 
edly subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  TTnited  States  as  much  as  the 
land  they  then  occupied,  and  even  though  their  migrations  in  peace- 
able search  of  food  might,  at  times,  carry  them  temporarily  acix)ss  the 
frontier,  they  were,  therefore,  none  the  less  a  part  of  the  population  of 
the  United  States,  and  alien  to  British  rule.  But  when  hostilities  be- 
gan, aud  the  armed  force  of  the  United  States  was  summoned  to  en- 
force their  submission,  they  sought  and  received  asylum  and  protec- 
tion across  the  border.  The  significance  of  their  acts  of  submission  to 
British  protection,  as  they  themselves  understood  and  intended  them, 
admits  of  no  doubt  as  to  the  extent  of  their  intention  to  assume  the 
character  of  inhabitants  of  British  domain,  and  their  belief  that  they 
had  done  so ;  and  no  act  of  Her  Majesty's  authorities  in  the  Korth 
American  possessions  of  Great  Britain  has  looked  toward  denial  of 
this  rudely  asserted  right  to  British  protection,  and  still  less  toward 
enforcement  upon  them  of  submission  to  the  authority  of  the  United 
States,  or  of  subj^ting  them  to  the  treatment  usually  observed  to- 
ward revolted  aliens  on  the  territory  of  a  friendly  power. 

^^  In  this  aspect  of  their  relations  to  the  British  Government,  this 
Government  conceives  that  it  is  bound  now  to  regard  the  Indians  of 
Sitting  Bull's  command  as  British  Indians.  Should  they  therefore 
make  incursions  of  a  hostile  character,  and  should  their  movements 
threaten  the  property,  the  domain,  or  the  means  of  subsistence  of  the 
friendly  Indian  tribes  of  the  United  States  dwelling  peaceably  on  their 
assigned  reservations,  or  should  active  military  operations  on  the  part 
of  the  United  States  against  ,them  become  for  any  cause  inevitable,  I 
beg  to  call  the  attention  of  Her  Majesty's  Government  to  the  gravity 
of  the  situation  which  may  thus  be  produced,  and  to  express  a  confident 
hope  that  Her  Majesty's  Government  will  recognize  the  importance  of 
being  prepared  on  the  frontier  with  a  sufficient  force  either  to  com- 
pel their  surrender  to  our  forces  as  prisoners  of  war,  or  to  disarm  and 
disable  them  from  further  hostilities,  and  subject  them  to  such  oon- 
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Btraints  of  snrveillance  and  subjection  as  will  preclude  any  further  dis 
tnrbance  of  the  peace  on  the  frontier.'' 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Sir  E.  Thornton,  May  27,  1879.  MSS.  Notes,  Or. 
Brit. ;  For.  Rel.,  1879. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  British  Government  to  take  such  supervifiion  of 
belligerent  Indians  as  may  prevent  them  from  using  British  territory 
for  purposes  hostile  to  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Eyarts,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Sir  E.  Thornton,  Feb.  5, 1881 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Gt.  Brit ; 
Mr.  Blaine  to  Sir  E.  Thornton,  May  26, 1881 ;  Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr.  Drammond, 
Ang.  25, 1881. 

''  Ko  one  can  realize  more  than  I  the  delicacy  of  relationship  between 
two  countries  like  ours,  each  of  which  is  compelled  to  maintain  control 
over  savage  tribes  on  its  border ;  and  the  record  of  our  correspondence 
for  years  past  has  shown  how  often  the  patience  and  forbearance  of 
each  Government  has  been  tried  by  the  hostile  and  predatory  acts  com- 
mitted by  those  savages  on  both  sides  of  the  frontier. 

"I  observe  that  your  note  of  the  20th,  following  the  intimation  of  the 
memorandum  of  the  Chihuahua  representatives,  suggests  that  a  special 
treaty  be  concluded  by  which  the  United  States  would  guarantee  to 
disarm  its  Indians,  and  to  endeavor  to  prevent  them  from  disposing, 
within  the  United  States,  of  booty  taken  in  Mexico.  My  impressions 
are  that  stringent  provisions  in  each  Republic  rendering  it  as  far  as 
possible  impracticable  for  the  Indians  to  dispose  of  their  booty  in  the 
territory  of  the  other  would  be  a  salutary  measure.  The  treaty  rela- 
tions between  the  two  Governments  need  to  be  considered  in  the 
broadest  and  most  liberal  spirit,  and  the  consular  and  commercial  con- 
ventions which  heretofore  existed  between  the  two  Governments  pro- 
tecting the  rights  of  American  citizens  in  Mexico  restored. 

''You  will,  of  course,  see  that  while  we  are  wifbout  a  convention 
defining  consular  privileges  and  without  any  agreement  fixing  the  rights 
of  American  citizens  and  capital  in  Mexico,  the  relations  of  the  two 
countries  are  more  or  less  exposed  to  unforeseen  contingencies. 

'^  Believing,  as  I  do,  that  a  proper  exercise  of  vigilance  and  control 
over  the  hostile  Indians  on  both  sides  of  the  frontier  is  very  necessary 
to  the  interests  of  the  two  countries,  I  will  be  ready  at  any  time  to  co- 
operate with  you  in  agreeing  upon  measures  to  effect  that  end." 

Mr.  FrelinghuyBen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bomero,  April  9,  1883 ;  MSS.  Notes, 
Mez.,  For.  Rel.,  1883 ;  see  also  same  to  ^ame,  April  10, 1883,  id. 

"  I  have  the  honor  to  apprise  you  of  the  receipt  of  a  letter  of  the  6th 
instant  from  Hon.  H.  M.  Teller,  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  covering  a 
report  made  to  him  by  Mr.  H.  Price,  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs, 
touching  the  alleged  recent  invasion  of  the  Mexican  State  of  Sonora  by 
Apache  Indian  from  the  San  Carlos  Reservation  in  Arizona  Territory. 
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This  complaint  of  the  Mexican  Government  was  based  npon  certain 
allegations  of  the  Mexican  consul  at  Tombstone,  founded  mainly  npon 
newspaper  reports,  and  formed  the  subject  of  your  note  to  me  of  the 
22d  ultimo. 

<^  Mr.  Price's  information  is  obtaine<l  from  persons  who  have  a  personal 
supervision  of  the  San  Carlos  Indians,  and  is  to  the  effect  that  none  of 
them  have  recently  left  the  reservation.  He  states  that  frequent  reports 
made  to  that  office  by  agents  at  San  Garlos,  and  which  are  believed  to 
be  perfectly  trustworthy,  show  that  the  Apaches  there  have  been  care- 
fully watched,  and  that  all,  without  exception,  are  peaceable,  well  dis- 
posed, and  manifest  not  the  least  sign  of  dissatisfaction,  but  that,  on 
the  contraiy,  their  leaders  and  most  influential  men  express  a  desire  to 
fight  the  renegades  from  the  reservations.  Mention  is  also  made  of  a 
recent  dispatch  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  from  General  Crook, 
in  command  of  the  Department  of  Arizona,  in  which  it  is  stated  that 
the  Indians  who  have  committed  the  depredations  complained  of  in 
Mexico  are  a  small  band  known  as  Chiricahua  Apaches  on  their  way 
back  from  Old  Mexico,  where  they  have  been  living  for  more  than  a 
year  past.  These  Indians  are  understood  to  be  a  troublesome  lot,  and 
General  Crook,  it  is  stated,  promises  to  do  all  that  he  can  to  extermi- 
nate them.  That  officer's  dispatch  also  alleges  that  the  agency  Indians 
are  behaving  well,  not  one  having  left  the  San  Carlos  Reservation,  and 
that  their  assistance  can  be  relied  upon  in  case  of  the  return  of  the 
Chiricahuas. 

<<  It  will  be  perceived  that  these  statements  not  only  confirm  and 
strengthen  those  contained  in  my  note  to  you  of  the  10th  instant  upon 
the  same  subject,  but  demonscrate  that  the  San  Carlos  Indians  should 
not  be  held  accountable  for  any  outrages  which  have  been  recently  com- 
mitted in  Mexico  as  alleged.  Neither  is  it  thought  that  the  Mexican 
Government  can  now  question  the  means  instituted  by  the  United  States 
to  preserve  peace  among  those  Indians  or  its  sincerity  in  restraining 
and  keeping  them  within  proper  bounds.  Concerning  the  Chiricahua 
Apaches,  it  is  not  doubted  that  they,  in  connection  with  renegade  In- 
dians of  like  character  belonging  to  Mexico,  have  been  operating  with 
more  or  less  success  on  both  sides  of  the  border,  to  the  injury  of  life,  per- 
son, and  property  of  Americans  and  Mexicans,  citizens  alike ;  or  that 
the  extermination  or  subjugation  of  those  Indians  would  do  much  to 
restore  a  degree  of  peace  and  security  perhaps  not  now  enjoyed  upon 
the  border  of  either  country.  The  Mexican  Government  may  confidently 
rely  npon  the  adoption  by  the  United  States  of  whatever  measures 
may  be  necessary  or  possible  to  rid  its  citizens  of  these  renegade  Chir- 
icahuas should  they  reappear  upon  our  territory,  or  the  authorities  of 
this  Government  will  gladly  act  in  harmony  with  those  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  Mexico  in  endeavoring  to  successfully  control  a  common  enemy 
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whose  predatory  raids  are  a  oonstant  source  of  disquiet  to  the  inhabit- 
ants along  the  borders.'' 

Mr.  Frelinghnyaen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Romero,  April  16,  1883.  M88.  Notes, 
Mex.,  For.  Bel.,  1883. 

Mr.  Seward's  report  of  Jan.  39,  1864,  as  to  the  correspondence  with  the  author- 
ities of  Great  Britain  in  relation  to  the  proposed  pursuit  of  Indians  into  the 
Hudson  Bay  territories,  is  given  in  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  13,  38th  Cong.,  1st 


See  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  2o7,  43d  Cong.,  Ist  sess;  House  Rep.  No.  343,  44Ui 
Cong.,  1st  sess. ;  House  Mis.  Doc.  No.  37,  same  sess. 

On  October  5, 1886,  Mr.  Jackson,  minister  to  Mexico,  was  instructed 
to  renew  the  extension  for  two  years  of  the  afi:reement  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexipo  for  the  reciprocal  crossing  the  border  of 
troops  when  in  pursuit  of  Indian  marauders. 

See  Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jackson,  Oct.  5, 6, 1885.   MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. 

By  a  dispatch  dated  October  17, 1885,  Mr;  Jackson  informed  the  De- 
partment that  the  above  agreement  had  been  extended  to  November  1, 
1886. 

(2)  OTHBB  MAHl.UDBBfl. 
§19. 

The  right  to  pursue  marauders  across  the  border  is  discussed,  wpra,  $  18 ;  infra,  $  50. 

**(rhe  accountability  of  the  Mexican  Government  for  the  losses  sus- 
tained by  citizens  of  the  United  States  from  the  robbery  and  exactions 
committed  at  Guaymas,  in  May  last,  by  the  armed  force  under  the  com- 
mand of  Fortino  Yiscaino,  seems  to  be  unquestionable.  That  person 
was  a  subordinate  of  Pladdo  Vega,  as  appears  by  the  orders  of  the  lat- 
ter to  him,  dated  at  Teacapan  the  18th  of  May.  Those  orders  directed 
Yiscaino  to  proceed  in  the  vessel  (meaning  the  Forward)  and  i)erpe- 
trate  the  very  acts  complained  of.  .The  orders  were  fulfilled.  It  is 
true  that  Mr.  Sisson,  the  United  States  consular  agent  at  Mazatlan,  in 
his  letter  to  you  of  the  13th  of  June,  represents  that  since  the  evacua- 
tion of  Mexico  by  the  French  the  Government  of  that  Republic  had 
had  no  other  airthority  in  the  canton  of  Topic,  where  the  expedition  of 
the  Forward  was  organized  and  whence  it  proceeded,  than  that  con- 
nived at  by  one  Manuel  Lozada,  of  whom  Placido  Yega  is  supposed  to 
have  been  an  instrument.  Mr.  Sisson,  however,  acknowledges  that  the 
General  Government  had  appointed  a  collector  and  other  officers  in 
that  quarter,  but  adds  that  they  are  creatures  of  Lozada.  He  also  says 
that  he  had  been  informed  by  General  Davalos,  the  commander  at  Ma- 
zatlan, and  by  Mr.  Sessalveda,  the  inspector  of  the  customs  there,  that 
the  General  Government  had  directed  that  its  troops  must  not  invade 
the  territory  of  Lozada.  Whether  this  be  a  fact  or  not,  that  Govern- 
ment, so  long  as  it  shall  claim  jurisdiction  over  that  territory,  must  be 
held  responsible  for  any  injuries  to  citizens  of  the  United  Sta.tes,  there 
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or  elsewherei  by  any  force  which  may  have  proceeded  from  the  same 
tenitoiy. 

**  In  times  of  peace  redress  for  snch  injuries  may,  in  the  first  instance 
at  least,  be  songht  throagh  the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  country  where 
they  may  have  been  committed.  When,  however,  they  are  uilenced  or 
overawed  by  the  force  of  arms,  it  seems  a  mockery  to  be  referred  to 
them,  especiaUy  if  there  should  be  any  ground  for  the  charge  that  the 
Mexican  Government  has  willftilly  connived  at  a  defiance  of  its  author- 
ity in  the  canton  of  Tepic." 

Mr.  Fiah,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Nelson,  Nov.  16, 1870;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mex.,  For.  Rel., 
1871.  (See,  also,  same  to  same,  Dec.  12, 1870,  Id.;  March  29, 1871,  Id. ;  Mr. 
Dayis  to  Mr.  Kelson,  Sept.  6, 1871,  Id. ;  Mr.  Fish  to  Mr.  Nelson,  April  13, 1872, 
«..  For.  Rel.,  1872.) 

^*  Your  dispatch  No.  279,  of  the  4th  instant,  relative  to  Mexican  raids 
in  Texas,  has  been  received.  The  assurances  of  a  disposition  on  the 
I>art  of  that  Gtovernment  to  check  them,  which  have  been  given  to  you 
by  Mr.  Lafragna,  are  satisfactory,  so  £Bir  as  they  go.  Those  maraud- 
ings, however,  have  of  late  been  so  firequent,  bold,  and  destructive,  that 
they  have  occasioned  much  excitement  in  the  public  on  this  side  the 
river,  which  will  probably  lead  to  an  expectation  that  acts  on  the  part 
of  that  Government  will  show  the  sincerity  of  its  professions.  We  are 
informed  that  a  few  of  the  raiders  have  been  arrested  on  the  Mexican 
side,  and  that  probably  they  are  on  the  way  to  the  capital  for  trial.  It 
is  hoi)ed  that,  if  the  proof  should  warrant  their  conviction,  they  will  re- 
ceive a  full  measure  of  punishment  according  to  law,  so  that  their  fate 
may  serve  as  an  example  for  deterring  imitators. 

"  I  am  aware  of  no  purpose  here  of  acquiring  an  extension  of  terri- 
tory on  that  frontier.  If,  however,  as  has  been  suggested  to  us,  that 
Government  is  embarrassed  by  the  risk  of  desertions  in  sending  a  regu- 
lar force  to  that  quarter,  it  might  not  be  indisposed  to  allow  United 
States  troops  to  cross  and  temporarily  occupy  the  territory  whence  the 
raiders  are  in  the  habit  of  coming.  The  tract  for  such  occupation  might 
be  embraced  in  a  line  drawn  from  Matamoras  to  Laredo.  You  will  con- 
sequently sound  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs  on  this  point,  and  report 
the  result. 

*^  It  may  be  regarded  as  frivolous  to  seek  to  justify  the  hostile  incur- 
sions into  our  territory  on  the  ground  of  retaliation  for  similar  excur- 
sions from  this  side.  There  have  been  none  sach,  and  proof  of  the  con- 
trary is  challenged.  Indeed,  the  charge  is  improbable  on  its  face,  from 
the  fact  that  Mexico,  near  the  border,  holds  out  no  temptation  to  plun- 
derers from  this  side,  while  the  reverse  is  the  case  in  respect  to  baits  in 
Texas  for  Mexicans." 

Mr.  Fi«h,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  May  20, 1875.  MSS.  Inst.,  Mex., For.  Rel., 
1875. 

«^  Information  of  a  most  reliable  character  has  reached  this  Depart- 
ment of  the  continued  depredations  of  the  Mexican  citizens  of  Ximenes 
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and  the  neighborhood,  under  the  head  of  one  Areola,  upon  the  Texan 
border.  It  is  reported  on  the  best  authority  that  the  officer  in  command 
of  the  Mexican  troops  at  Piedras  Negras  is  not  merely  cognizant  of  the 
repeated  thefts  of  American  cattle,  but  that  he  positively  protects  the 
raiders,  furnishing  them  with  arms  on  occasion,  and  is  moreover  a 
receiver  to  a  large  extent  of  the  stolen  property,  feeding  his  troops, 
even,  upon  the  beef. 

^<  Upon  such  a  statement  of  facts  (which  for  sufficient  reasons  is  not 
made  more  definite)  there  can  exist  no  reasonable  doubt  that  the  central 
authority  of  Mexico  should  find  it  feasible  even  in  the  absence  of  sup- 
plementary information  to  pursue  and  rigorously  punish  these  particular 
offenders. 

<<You  are  requested  to  bring  this  matter  to  the  immediate  attention 
of  the  Mexican  Oovernment,  making  evident  the  earnestness  with  which 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  presses  these  facts  upon  its  serious 
attention,  to  the  end  that  more  deplorable  events  may  not  follow. 

<<  It  will,  of  course,  be  natural  that  in  due  course  of  time  certain  of 
those  citizens  of  the  United  States  who  have  been  despoiled  of  their 
property  by  the  citizens  of  Mexico  will  seek  reclamation,  and  if  some 
satisfactory  recognition  of  the  obligation  of  the  Mexican  Government 
to  amply  provide  for  such  contingencies  should  be  obtained,  it  might 
perhaps  afford  a  greater  facility  to  the  future  adjustment  of  these  cases. 
But  you  will  take  care  to  have  it  understood  that  a  mere  provision  for 
pecuniary  redress  in  this  connection  will  by  no  means  be  regarded  as  in 
anywise  a  satisfaction  for  other  than  the  actual  losses  which  have  been 
sustained.  The  continued  harassing  and  apparently  ceaseless  turmoil 
which  is  kept  up  on  our  otherwise  peaceful  borders  by  these  marauding 
parties  of  Mexicaus,  which,  crossing  secretly  and  in  the  darkness  of  the 
night  from  their  own  territory,  emerge  upon  the  farms  and  fields  of 
American  citizens,  carrying  perpetual  alarm  and  dread,  and  rendering 
life  in  that  region  of  our  country  well  nigh  insupportable,  is  not  to  be 
weighed  in  any  common  pecuniary  scale.  The  reclamation  sufficient  to 
meet  the  results  of  a  series  of  raids,  worse  in  their  effects  than  an  abso- 
lute invasion  in  time  of  war,  can  be  no  ordinary  one. 

•*  You  will  present  the  views  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
on  the  subject  of  these  repeated  outrages  upon  our  citizens  in  this  light 
in  order  that  the  sense  entertained  of  the  magnitude  of  the  offenses 
committed  may  not  be  underrated  nor  misunderstood.'^ 

Mp.  EvartB,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  Sept.  20, 1878.    MSS  Inrt.,  Hex. ;  For. 
Bel.,  1878. 

"  Referring  to  your  note  of  the  31st  of  July  last,  in  relation  to  certain 
statements  made  to  you  by  the  Mexican  consul  at  San  Antonio,  Tex.,  in 
reference  to  the  organization  of  revolutionary  forces  in  Texas  for  .the 
purpose  of  invading  Mexico,  I  have  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  a  let* 
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ter  has  been  received  from  the  Secretary  of  War,  communicating:  a  cop}' 
of  a  report  from  Captain  Sellers,  commanding  officer  of  Fort  Mcintosh, 
Texas,  in  which  he  states  that  he  has  no  knowledge  of  any  revolutionary 
bands  having  been  organized  at  Laredo,  or  that  General  Garza  Ayala 
and  Santos  Benavides  have  been  in  charge  of  any  arms,  or  that  they 
have  furnished  any  to  rebels,  or  that  forty  men  left  Laredo  equipped  by 
Santos  Benavides,  as  was  alleged;  neither  has  he  any  knowledge  of  any 
parties  of  rebels  organizing  in  that  vicinity  in  full  view  of  Texan  author- 
ities, or  of  any  cattle  having  been  stolen  from  Mexico  and  driven  to  this 
side,  as  was  also  represented,  although  he  has  used  every  means  to  as- 
certain the  truth ;  that  if  Santos  Benavides  or  others  have  been  en- 
gaged in  enlisting  such  men  as  is  represented,  it  has  been  done  so 
quietly  that  none  but  those  concerned  know  anything  about  it,  and 
that  if  Santos  Benavides,  as  is  also  represented,  had  addressed  a  party 
of  rebels  at  Laredo,  promising  them  to  turn  over  the  town  of  New  La- 
redo to  pillage,  &c.,  it  is  almost  certain  that  the  War  Department  would, 
have  been  informed  of  the  fact.  He  adds,  there  is  no  doubt  that  San- 
tos Benavides  and  his  brothers  are  strong  adherents  of  Lerdo,  and 
that  he  heard  that  arms  were  consigned  to  them  for  the  revolutionists, 
but  has  never  beeu  able  to  obtain  any  facts  in  regard  to  it;  that  Kew 
Laredo  has  had  its  representatives  in  Laredo  to  watch  any  revolution- 
ary movement,  and  if  the  alleged  occurrences  were  reported  by  them  to 
the  proper  authorities  he  has  no  knowledge  of  the  fact. 

"  In  reference  to  the  reported  crossing  the  frontier  on  the  25th  May  by 
the  revolutionary  bauds,  he  had  made  inquiry  of  General  Sykes,  com- 
manding the  district  of  the  Bio  Grande,  who  stated  that  he  knew  noth- 
ing of  such  crossing,  and  as  to  the  accusation  made  against  Mr.  Adams, 
he  is  confident  that  it  is  a  slander,  and  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  report 
was  made  by  Santiago  Sanchez,  between  whom  and  Mr.  Adams  there 
was  a  i)ersonal  quarrel;  that  Isidore  Salinas  and  Pablo  Quintana  are 
doubtless  guilty  of  all  charged  to  them,  and  might  have  been  arrested 
long  ago  if  the  Mexican  authorities  wanted  them;  that  he  has  frequently 
advised  the  proper  authorities  of  New  Laredo  to  make  complaints 
against  Salinas  and  other  revolutionists  before  the  United  States  com- 
missioner at  this  place,  in  order  that  they  could  be  arrested  when  found 
here,  and  that  he  was  informed  by  the  county  judge  of  Webb  County 
that  the  latter  had  never  been  applied  to,  either  personally  or  officially, 
by  the  Mexican  authorities,  to  arrest  revolutionists  or  rebels.    •    •    • 

<*  I  transmit  the  information  thus  received,  believing  that  you  will ' 
recognize  in  it  a  complete  exculpation  of  the  authorities  of  this  Govern- 
ment upon  the  frontier,  inasmuch  as  the  facts  thus  presented  seem  to 
show  a  lukewarmness  and  inefficiency  on  the  Mexican  side  in  singular 
contrast  with  the  loyal  and  frank  manner  in  which  the  officers  of  the 
United  States  have  attempted  to  fulfill  the  international  duty  resting 
upon  them  to  contribute  by  all  the  effective  means  in  their  power  to  the 
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preservation  of  order  and  the  repression  of  lawless  foroe.  It  is  to  be  re- 
gretted that  their  efforts  were  not  promptly  resiK>n<i^  to  in  the  same 
spirit  as  that  in  which  they  were  made." 

Mr.  £y«rto,  Sec  of  State,  to  Mr.  Zamacona,  Oct.  30,  1878.  liSS.  Notee,  Hex., 
For.  Bel.,  1878. 

As  to  duty  of  the  Dominion  Government  to  repress  wreckers  on  the  lakes,  see 
Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Sir  E.  Thornton,  June  13, 1879.  MSS.  Notes, 
Gr.  Brit. ;  For.  Eel.,  1879. 

^^I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  yoor  note  of  the  8th 
instant  in  reference  to  the  proceedings  of  a  mob  near  Willcox,  Pima 
Oonnty,  Arizona,  which  resulted  in  the  hajiging  of  one  man  and  the 
mysterious  disappearance  of  another,  who  was  held  a  prisoner  in  the 
hands  of  those  engaged  in  the  oatrage,  and  I  also  acknowledge  the 
receipt  of  yoor  notes  of  the  15th  and  18th  instant,  respectively,  both 
referring  to  cases  of  plunder  by  marauding  bands,  unfortunately  so 
common  to  both  sides  of  the  border  between  the  two  Republics. 

'*  Replying  to  these  several  notes  I  do  myself  the  honor  to  state  for 
your  information,  and  for  that  of  the  Government  you  so  worthily  rep- 
resent, that  I  have  addressed  a  letter  to  the  governor  of  Arizona,  in- 
closing a  copy  of  each  of  the  notes  in  question  and  requesting  him  to 
institute  an  investigation,  under  the  direction  of  the  United  States 
district  attorney  or  such  other  Federal  oflScer  as  he,  the  governor, 
might  deem  proper  to  select,  into  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  ot 
the  affair  in  Pima  County,  and  urging  upon  his  excellency  at  the  same 
time  the  importance  of  using  every  available  means  within  the  power 
of  the  Territorial  executive  authorities  to  have  the  instigators  and 
perpetrators  of  the  outrage  discovered  and  brought  to  trial. 

'^In  this  same  communication  Governor  Fremont  was  requested  and 
earnestly  urged  to  adopt  such  measures  as,  in  his  judgment,  might 
prove  most  effective  in  promoting  increased  vigilance  on  the  part  of 
the  local  authorities  of  the  border  counties  of  Arizona,  with  a  view  to 
the  suppression  of  these  lawless  raiding  parties  who  appear  to  be  or- 
ganized on  each  side  of  the  boundary  line  for  purposes  of  robbery 
and  indiscriminate  plunder. 

''The  fact  is  too  well  authenticated  to  be  unknown  to  the  Mexican 
Government,  as  it  is  well  known  to  this,  that  these  bands  are  generally, 
if  not  altogether  made  up  of  Mexicans  and  Americans  who  give  them- 
selves no  care  as  to  the  nationality  of  their  comrades  in  crime,  and 
entertain  a  common  disregard  for  the  laws  of  either  country. 

''While  these  conditions  exist  it  is  only  by  corresponding  vigilance 
of  the  authorities  on  either  side  of  the  line  that  a  suppression  of  these 
marauding  bands  can  be  hoped  for.  I  can  give  you  the  assurance  that 
no  effort  will  be  spared  by  this  Government  which  may  give  promise 
of  that  result." 

Mr.  Blaine,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Zamacona,  Aug.  2C,  1861.    MSS.  Notes,  Mex.; 
For.  Sel.,  1881. 
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^^The  feasibility  of  adopting  speciflc  measures  for  the  prevention  of 
lawless  incarsions  upon  either  side  of  the  Bio  Orande  is  a  sabject,  I 
beg  to  assure  yon^  which  has  not  failed  of  earnest  attention  by  this 
Government  as  well  as  by  the  authorities  of  the  State  of  Texas  and  the 
adjacent  Territories ;  and  while  any  proposition  for  summary  Oovern- 
ment  action  which  contemplates  individual  restraint  for  precautionary 
rather  than  penal  cause  must  encounter  objections  of  serious  weight, 
such  objections  have  no  place  in  the  established  or  suggested  systems, 
which,  aiming  at  regular  defined  and  ascertained  offenses,  seek  in- 
directly to  deter  from  other  and  more  grievous  crime. 

^^  Hence,  upon  the  presentation  of  the  subject  by  Mr.  Romero's  note 
of  January  20  and  April  11  last,  the  Department  took  means  to  ascer- 
tain more  accurately  the  extent  to  which  the  purpose  of  preventing 
these  too  frequent  expeditions  was  represented  in  the  enactments  gov- 
erning the  districts  upon  this  side  of  the  border,  and  I  am  gratified 
now  to  be  able  to  communicate  the  general  character  of  the  informa- 
tion obtained. 

^^It  has  long  been  manifest  that  plunder  was  a  principal  motive  for 
the  excursions  which  have  emanated  either  from  Mexico  or  the  United 
States,  and,  recognizing  the  impracticability  of  restraining  completely 
the  departure  or  return  of  evil-minded  persons  across  a  border  of  such 
considerable  extent,  the  efforts  of  the  legislature  have  been  to  so  in- 
crease the  dif&culties  of  realizing  profits  from  unlawfully  acquired  prop- 
erty that  the  attempts  to  obtain  such  property  would  lessen. 

<^  Accordingly,  and  auxiliary  to  proceedings  against  the  actual 
offender,  the  legislatures  of  the  two  Territories  have  made  ample  and 
exceptional  provisions  affecting  the  receivers  or  sellers  of  stolen  prop- 
erty. In  Arizona  these  withdraw  from  the  possessor,  though  innocent, 
any  security  of  title  against  the  original  owner,  and  if  the  latter  follows 
his  property  with  reasonable  proof  he  can  thus  always  recover  it  by 
judicial  assistance.  So,  too,  these  statutes  are  particularly  considerate 
of  the  safety  of  all  live  property,  which  is  peculiarly  a  subject  of  plun- 
der, and  by  heavy  penalties  require  the  branding  system  and  guard 
against  any  but  notable  and  formal  alteration  of  the  marks,  and  by 
many  severe  restrictions  tend  to  render  difficult  and  improbable  any 
but  open  and  lawful  dealings  in  this  important  species  of  property. 

"In  Kew  Mexico  the  larceny  of  a  branded  animal  is  a  felony,  with- 
out reference  to  its  value,  and  in  Arizona  such  offense  is  grand  larceny, 
as  may  be  that  of  the  receivers.  In  neitlier  is  it  considered  that  these 
and  other  provisions  would  be  inapplicable  in  the  case  of  property 
stolen  in  Mexico  and  brought  across  the  border. 

"  I  am  uninformed  as  to  whether  the  neighboring  States  of  Mexico 
have  enactments  of  equal  extent,  but  presume  that  the  similarity  of  oc- 
cupations, interests,  and  necessity  have  prompted  measures  in  this 
direction,  and  while  existing  facilities  in  this  country  may  prove  not 
entirely  adequate  to  preventing  the  evils  in  question,  they  seem  a  vig- 
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.  orons  attempt,  and  if  individual  instances  nnder  these  laws  were  reso- 
lutely prosecuted,  with  the  aid  of  those  wronged,  the  hazard  of  theft 
should  constantly  increase  and  in  that  proportion  would  its  attempts 
be  avoided.  As  illustratinfi:  the  readiness  and  desire  of  the  i>eopIe  of 
this  country  to  make  use  of  any  new  expedient  seemingly  adapted  to 
the  repression  of  this  organized  plundering,  I  beg  to  refer  to  a  letter 
recently  submitted  here  from  the  acting  governor  of  Arizona. 

'<In  counseling  upon  the  subject  he  remarks:  'I  think  a  mounted 
police  or  military  force  should  be  posted  in  such  manner  as  to  guard 
the  passes  between  the  mountains  on  the  border  through  which  stolen 
cattle  are  driven  and  through  which  smugglers  and  raiding  Indian 
bands  pass  to  and  from  Mexico,'  and  adds  that  this  opinion,  which  is 
shared  by  all  intelligent  men  of  the  Territory,  had  expression  in  a  bill 
introduced  at  the  late  session  of  the  legislature,  but  too  late  for  final 
action. 

'<  Should  it  prove  possible  for  the  frontier  States  to  supplement  their 
existing  laws  with  direct  measures  of  the  above  nature,  it  might  confi- 
dently be  expected,  in  conjunction  with  a  similar  system  in  Mexico, 
that  conditions  which  have  so  long  and  persistently  threatened  the 
population  of  both  countries  would  be  speedily  and  favorably  affected  " 

Mr.  Frelinghuyseiiy  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Romero,  Sept.  15,1883.  MSS. Notes 
Mex. ;  For.  Rel.,  1883. 

As  to  dnty  of  Mexico  to  panish  or  extradite  maranders  on  territory  of  the 
United  States,  see  farther,  Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  Dec  7, 
1877.  MSS.  Inst.  Mex.;  For. Rel.,  1878.  Mr. F. W. Seward, Acting  Sec. of 
State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  Jan.  15,1879.  MSS.  Inst.  Mex. ;  For.  Rel.,  1879. 

(3)  Diversion  or  Obstruction  of  Water. 

§  20. 

<'I  transmit  herewith,  for  your  information  in  the  premises  and  for 
your  guidance  in  auy  future  action  that  may  be  indicated  to  you,  should 
any  such  appear  to  be  necessary,  a  copy  of  a  letter  of  the  10th  ultimo, 
together  with  its  various  iuclosures,  from  the  governor  of  the  State  of 
Texas,  asking  the  intervention  of  the  Geueral  Government  in  a  matter 
of  vital  importance  to  the  citizens  of  that  State  living  on  the  eastern 
shore  of  the  Bio  Grande. 

<<  The  inclosures,  as  you  will  see,  consist  of  the  statement  of  the  county 
judge  of  El  Paso  County  and  petitions  signed  by  prominent  citizens  of 
San  Elizario  and  Socorro. 

'^The  ground  of  complaint,  as  alleged,  is  that  the  Mexicans  engaged 
in  agricultural  pursuit^s  on  the  Mexican  shore  of  the  river  are  in  the 
habit  of  diverting  all  the  water  that  comes  down  the  river  during  the 
dry  season  into  their  ditches,  thereby  preventing  our  citizens  fix>m  get- 
ting sufficient  water  to  irrigate  their  crops. 

'<This«  if  true,  would  be  in  direct  opposition  to  the  recognized  rights 
of  riparian  owners,  and  if  persisted  in  must  result  in  disaster  and  min 
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to  oar  fanning  population  on  the  line  of  the  Eio  Grande,  and  might 
eventaally^  if  not  amicably  adjasted  throngh  the  mediam  of  diplomatic 
intervention,  be  piodactive  of  constant  strife  and  breaches  of  the  peace 
between  the  inhabitants  of  either  shore. 

<<I  have  addressed  a  note  to  the  Mexican  minister  at  this  capital,  re- 
questing him  to  bring  the  matter  to  the  attention  of  his  Government, 
with  a  view  to  obtaining,  if  possible,  alleviation  from  these  annoyances. 

"You  will,  therefore,  investigate  the  matter  as  carefully  and  thor- 
oughly as  possible,  and  will  report  the  result  to  the  Department,  when, 
should  the  facts  be  found  to  bear  out  the  allegations  set  forth  in  the 
inclosed  correspondence,  further  action  will  be  taken  in  the  premises." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  June  12,  1880.    MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. ; 
For.  ReL,  1880. 

"I  have  the  honor  to  solicit  your  most  earnest  attention  to  a  matter 
of  vital  importance  to  the  citizens  of  the  State  of  Texas  engaged  in  agri- 
cultural pursuits  on  the  eastern  shore  of  the  Bio  Grande. 

"A  statement  of  the  fstcts  as  alleged  is  given  in  inclosed  copies  of  cor- 
respondence, consisting  of  a  letter  addressed  to  the  Secretary  of  State 
by  the  governor  of  Texas,  and  the  inclosures  therein  contained,  being 
the  statement  of  the  county  judge  of  El  Paso  County  and  petitions 
signed  by*several  hundred  citizens  of  San  Elizario  and  Socorro. 

"The  trouble  complained  of  appears  to  be  the  result  of  the  action  of 
the  Mexican  population  on  the  western  shore  of  the  river  in  diverting, 
into  ditches  dug  for  that  purpose,  the  small  quantity  of  water  that  finds 
its  way  down  during  the  dry  season,  thereby  totally  depriving  the  agri- 
(*.ulturists  on  the  eastern  or  Texan  shore  of  the  means  of  irrigating  their 
crops,  and  thus  cutting  off  their  sole  means  of  livelihood.  As  this  is  not 
only  in  direct  opposition  to  the  recognized  rights  of  riparian  proprietors, 
but  is  also  contrary  to  that  good  feeling  and  harmony  which  ought  to 
exist  between  colaborers  in  peaceful  pursuits,  and  might,  moreover,  if 
permitted  to  continue,  result  in  bitter  feeling  and  possible  breaches  of 
the  peace,  I  most  earnestly  request,  in  these  high  interests,  that  you 
will  ha^e  the  goodness  to  bring  the  matter  to  the  attention  of  your  Gov- 
ernment with  a  view  to  procuring  a  cessation  of  the  annoyance  com- 
plained of. 

"I  shall  be  happy  to  co-operate  with  you  in  any  way  tending  to  pro- 
duce the  desired  result,  and  have,  to  that  end,  already  instructed  the 
nainister  of  the  United  States  at  Mexico  to  put  himself  in  communica- 
tion with  your  Government  on  the  subject,  and  should  the  facts  prove, 
apon  investigation,  to  be  as  stated,  to  endeavor  to  have  the  injustice 
complained  of  put  an  end  to." 

Mr.  £vart«,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Navarro,  Jane  15,  1880.    MSS.  Notes,  Mex.; 
For.  ReL,  1880. 

The  erection  of  works  on  the  Meduxnikik  Eiver  in  K'ew  Brunswick 
JB  such  a  way  as  to  obstruct  the  flow  of  water  in  Maine,  and  to  in- 
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jnre  the  lumbering  basiness  in  that  State,  is  a  proper  subject  tor  dip- 
lomatic interposition  by  this  Government. 

Mr.  FrelingliayBeny  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  LoweU,  ICay  16,  1884.  M88.  Inst., 
Qreat  Britain. 

A  party  doing  an  injury  in  one  State  to  a  water-power  running  into 
another  State,  may  be  proceeded  against  in  civil  suit  in  either  State  in 
which  he  may  be  served  with  process ;  though  proceedings  in  rem^  by 
way  of  injunction  or  indictment  to  compel  abatement,  can  only  be 
brought  in  the  jurisdiction  in  which  the  nuisance  exists. 

See  6  Crim.  Law  Mag.,  169 ;  StiUman  v.  Man.  Co.,  3  Wood,  and  M.,  538 ;  Foot  v. 
Edwards,  2  Blatch.,  310;  Miss,  and  Mo.  R.  B.  v.  Ward,  2  Black,  485; 
Wooster  v.  Man.  Co.,  31  Me.,  246;  /n  re  Eldied,  46  Wis.,  530;  Thayer  «. 
Brooks,  17  Ohio,  489 ;  Armendiaz  v.  Stillman,  54  Tex.,  623. 

XVm.    WHEN  HARM  18   DONE  BY  ORDER    OF  FOREIGN  SOVEREIGN, 
SUCH  SOVEREIGN  IS  THE  ACCOUNTABLE  PARTY. 

§21. 

There  is  no  question  that  this  rule  holds  good  where  the  injury  in 

question  is  done  by  a  foreign  sovereign's  order,  or  by  his  oflKcers,  on 
the  high  seas. 

Infra,  $$  227,  228. 

Nor  is  there  any  question  that  when  such  iijury  is  done  on  land  as 
part  of  a  warlike  attack,  the  sovereign  is  responsible ;  though  the  party 
acting  under  his  directions  is  responsible  under  the  laws  of  war. 

1  Op.,  81,  Lee,  1797,  infra,  ${  223,  224. 

But  when  the  agent  of  a  sovereign  with  whom  we  are  at  i>eace  enters 
our  territory  and  there  inflicts  an  injury,  whether  such  agent  can  set  up 
in  bar  of  a  prosecution  that  he  acted  under  his  sovereign's  orders,  is  a 
question  that  was  much  discussed  in  connection  with  the  trial  in  New 
York  of  McLeod,  in  1841,  for  the  murder,  some  years  before,  of  a  per- 
son killed  in  the  attack  on  the  Caroline,  in  the  port  of  Schlosser,  in 
New  York.  The  Caroline  was  in  the  employ  of  insurgents  attempting 
the  overthrow  of  the  Canadian  Government ;  and  the  attack  was  made 
on  her  by  Canadian  authority,  the  invasion  of  the  territory  of  the 
United  States  being  excused  on  the  ground  of  necessity. 

See  as  to  question  of  necessity,  infra,  $  50. 

To  this  case  the  following  extracts  relate : 

'^  That  an  individual  forming  part  of  a  public  force  and  acting  under 
the  authority  of  his  Government,  is  not  to  be  held  answerable  as  a  pri- 
vate trespasser  or  malefactor,  is  a  principle  of  public  law  sanctioned 
by  the  usages  of  all  civilized  nations,  and  which  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  has  no  inclination  to  dispute.  This  has  no  connection 
whatever  with  the  question  whether  in  this  case  the  attack  on  theOaio- 
line  was,  as  the  British  Government  thinks,  a  justifiable  employment  of 
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force  for  the  purpose  of  defending  the  British  territory  from  niipro- 
yoked  attack,  or  whether  it  was  a  most  unjastifiable  invasion  in  time  of 
peace  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  as  this  Government  has  re- 
garded it.  The  two  questions  are  essentially  different,  and  while  ac- 
knowledging that  an  individual  may  claim  immunity  from  the  conse- 
quences of  acts  done  by  him,  by  showing  that  he  acted  under  national 
authority,  this  Ck>vernment  is  not  to  be  understood  as  changing  the 
opinions  which  it  has  heretofore  expressed,  in  regard  to  the  real  nature 
of  the  transaction  which  resulted  in  the  destruction  of  the  Caroline. 
That  subject  it  is  not  necessary  for  any  purpose  connected  with  this 
communication  to  discuss.  The  views  of  this  Government  in  relation 
to  it  are  known  to  that  of  England,  and  we  are  expecting  the  answer 
of  that  Government  to  the  communication  which  has  been  made  to  it. 
'^  All  that  is  intended  to  be  said  at  present  is,  that  the  attack  on  the 
Caroline  is  avowed  as  a  national  act,  which  may  justify  reprisals  or 
even  general  war  if  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  in  the  judg- 
ment which  it  shall  form  of  the  transaction  and  of  its  own  duty,  should 
see  fit  so  to  decide,  yet  that  it  raises  a  question  entirely  public  and 
political,  a  question  between  independent  nations,  and  that  individuals 
connected  in  it  cannot  be  arrested  and  tried  before  the  ordinary  tri- 
bunals as  for  the  violation  of  municipal  law.  If  the  attack  on  the 
Caroline  was  unjustifiable,  as  this  Government  has  asserted,  the  law 
which  has  been  violated  is  the  law  of  nations,  and  the  redress  which  is 
to  be  sought  is  the  redress  authorized  in  such  cases  by  the  provisions 
of  that  code." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Crittenden,  15  March,  1841.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

"  This  Government  has  admitted  that  for  an  act  committed  by  the 
command  of  his  sovereign,  jure  beUiy  an  individual  cannot  be  responsible 
in  the  ordinary  courts  «f  another  state.  It  would  regard  it  as  a  high 
indignity  if  a  citizen  of  its  own,  acting  under  its  authority  and  by  its 
special  command  in  such  cases,  were  held  to  answer  in  a  municipal 
tribunal,  and  to  undergo  punishment  as  if  the  behest  of  his  Government 
were  no  defense  or  protection  to  him. 

<*  But  your  lordship  is  aware  that,  in  regular  constitutional  govern- 
ments, persons  arrested  on  charges  of  high  crimes  can  only  be  discharged 
by  some  judicial  proceeding.  It  is  so  in  England  ;  it  is  so  in  the  col- 
onies and  provinces  of  England.  The  forms  of  judicial  proceeding  differ 
in  different  countries,  being  more  rapid  in  some  and  more  dilatory  in 
others,  and,  it  may  be  added,  generally  more  dilatory,  or  at  least  more 
cautious  in  cases  affecting  life,  in  governments  of  a  strictly  limited 
than  in  those  of  a  more  unlimited  character.  It  was  a  subject  of 
regret  that  the  release  of  McLeod  was  so  long  delayed.  A  State  court, 
and  that  not  of  the  highest  jurisdiction,  decided  that,  on  summary 
application,  embarrassed  as  it  would  appear  by  technical  difficulties, 
he  could  not  be  released  by  that  court.  His  discharge,  shortly  after- 
wards, by  a  jury  to  whom  he  preferred  to  submit  his  case,  rendered 
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anDecessary  the  farther  prosecution  of  the  legal  question.  It  is  for  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  whose  attention  has  been  called  to  the 
subject,  to  say  what  further  provision  ought  to  be  made  to  expedite 
proceedings  in  such  cases ;  and,  in  answer  to  your  lordship's  question 
towards  the  close  of  your  note,  I  have  to  say  that  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  holds  itself  not  only  fully  disposed  but  fully 
competent  to  carry  into  practice  every  principle  which  it  avows  or 
a^cknowledges,  and  to  fulfill  every  duty  and  obligation  which  it  owes  to 
foreign  governments,  their  citizens  or  subjects.^' 

Mr.   Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Lord  Ashburton,  Aug.  6,1842.    MSS.  Notes. 
Great  Britain. 

Mr.  Calhoun,  on  June  11, 1841,  when  the  position  taken  by  the  British 
Government  in  McLeod's  case  was  under  discussion  in  the  Senate, 
stated  that  position  to  be  ^Hhat  where  a  government  authorizes  or 
approves  of  the  act  of  an  individual  it  makes  it  the  act  of  the  govern- 
ment,  and  thereby  exempts  the  individual  from  all  responsibility  to  the 
injured  country ,''  which  principle,  Mr.  Calhoun  went  on  to  say,  was 
accepted  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  Mr.  Webster.  This  principle  Mr. 
Calhoun  controverted.  "The  laws  of  nations,"  he  said,  "are  but  the 
laws  of  morals,  as  applicable  to  individuals,  so  far  modified,  and  no 
further,  as  reason  may  make  necessary  in  their  application  to  nations. 
Now,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  analogous  rule,  when  applied  to 
individuals,  is  that  both  principal  and  agents,  or,  if  you  will,  instru- 
ments, are  responsible  in  criminal  cases;  directly  the  reverse  of  the 
rule  on  which  the  demand  for  the  release  of  McLeod  is  made.  •  •  • 
Suppose  that  the  British  or  any  other  Government,  in  contemplation  of 
war,  should  send  out  emissaries  to  blow  up  the  fortifications  erected 
for  the  defense  of  our  great  commercial  marts,  •  •  •  would  the 
production  of  the  most  authentic  papers,  signed  by  all  the  authorities 
of  the  British  Government,  make  it  a  public  transaction,  and  exempt 
the  villains  from  all  responsibility  to  our  laws  and  tribunals?  Or  would 
that  Government  dare  to  make  a  demand  for  their  immediate  release? 
Or,  if  made,  would  ours  dare  to  yield  to  it  and  release  them?  •  •  • 
But  setting  aside  all  supposititious  eases,  I  shall  take  one  that  actually 
occurred,  that  of  the  notorious  Henry,  employed  by  the  colonial  author- 
ity of  Canada  to  tamper  with  a  portion  of  our  people,  prior  to  the  late 
war,  with  the  intention  of  alienating  them  from  their  Government  and 
effecting  disunion  in  the  event  of  hostilities.  Suppose  he  had  been  de- 
tected and  arrested  for  his  treasonable  conduct,  and  that  the  British 
Government  had  made  the  like  demand  for  his  release  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  executing  the  orders  of  his  Government,  and  was  not,  there- 
fore, liable  personally  and  individually  to  our  laws  and  tribunals.  I 
ask,  would  our  G«^«^ernment  be  bound  to  comply  with  the  demand?" 
Mr.  Calhoun,  after  accepting  the  position  taken  by  Mr.  Webster,  that 
the  case  was  not  one  of  war,  proceeded  to  say  that  the  attack  on  the 
Caroline  was  an  invasion  of  the  territorial  sovereignty  of  the  United 
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States  not  justified  by  necessity,  and  that  persons  concerned  in  such 
attack  were  responsible  to  the  State  of  New  York  for  the  wrongs  done 
by  them  in  it.  ^ 

3  Calhonn's  Works,  618.  (See,  farther,  on  the  whole  question,  3  Lawrence, 
Com.  droit,  int.,  430.) 

To  admit  to  its  fall  extent  the  principle  that  we  cannot  subject  to  our 
municipal  laws  aliens  who  violate  such  laws  under  direction  of  their 
sovereigns,  would  be  to  give  such  sovereigns  jurisdiction  over  our  soil, 
and  to  surrender  pro  tanto  our  territorial  sovereignty.  The  British 
demand  for  the  surrender  of  McLeod  can  only  be  sustained  on  the 
ground  that  the  attack  on  the  Caroline  was  excusable  on  the  plea  of 
necessity. 

See,  further,  infraf  ^  50c. 

"Then  the  violence  and  bad  spirit  displayed  in  America  have  pro- 
duced no  small  consternation  here,  though  everybody  goes  on  saying 
that  a  war  between  the  two  countries  and  for  so  little  cause  is  impossi- 
ble.   It  does  seem  impossible,  and  the  manifest  interest  of  both  nations 
is  opposed  to  itj  but  when  a  country  is  so  mob-governed  a«  America, 
and  the  Executive  is  so  destitute  of  power,  there  must  be  great  danger. 
However,  the  general  conviction  is,  that  the  present  exhibition  of 
violence  is  attributable  to  the  malignity  of  the  outgoing  party,  which  is 
desirous  of  embarrassing  their  successors,  and  casting  on  them  the 
perils  of  a  war  or  the  odium  of  a  reconciliation  with  this  country,  and 
strong  hopes  are  entertained  that  the  new  government  will  be  too  wise 
to  fall  into  the  snare  that  is  laid  for  them,  and  strong  enough  to  check 
and  master  the  bad  spirit  which  is  rife  in  the  Northern  States.    The 
real  diflSculty  arises  from  the  conviction  here,  that  in  the  case  of 
McLeod  we  are  in  the  right,  and  the  equally  strong  conviction  there 
that  we  are  not,  and  the  actual  doubt  on  which  side  the  truth  lies. 
Senior,  whom  I  met  the  other  day,  expressed  great  uncertainty,  and  he 
proposes  and  has  written  to  Government  on  the  subject,  that  the  ques- 
tion of  international  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  decision  of  a  Ger- 
man university — that  of  Berlin,  he  thinks,  would  be  the  best.    This 
idea  he  submitted  to  Stevenson,  who  approved  of  it,  but  the  great  dif- 
ficulty would  be  to  agree  upon  a  statement  of  facts.    Yesterday  Lord 
Lyndhurst  was  at  the  council  office,  talking  over  the  matter  with  Sir 
Herbert  Jenner  and  Justice  Littledale,  and  he  said  it  was  very  ques- 
tionable if  the  Americans  had  not  right  on   their  side;  and  that  he 
thoaght,  in  a  similar  case  here,  we  should  be  obliged  to  try  the  man, 
and  if  convicted,  nothing  but  a  pardon  could  save  him.    These  opin- 
ions, casting  such  serious  doubts  on  the  question  of  right,  are  at  least 
enough  to  restrain  indignation  and  beget  caution." 

Oreville's  Memoirs,  March  12, 1841,  vol.  I,  second  Beries. 

Portions  of  the  eorrespondence  with  Great  Britain  in  re8p#>ct  to  the  Caroline 
and  the  iuiprisonmrnt  of  McLeod  will  he  found  in  the  British  and  Foreign 
State  Papers  for  1837-^38,  vol.  26, 1373;  1840-^41,  vol.  29, 1126. 

For  preliminary  correspondence,  see  Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Ste- 
venson, March  12, 1838 ;  MSS.  Inst,  Gr.  Brit. ;  Mr.  Wehster,  Sec.  of  State,  to 
Mr.  Fox,  April  24, 1841 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Gr.  Brit. 

Aa  coDcnrring  with  Mr.  Calhoun  may  be  cited  Dr.  Lieber:  Lieher's  Life,  140; 
Mr.  Benton,  2  Benton's  Thirty  Years,  &c.,437.  (See,  also,  11  John  Quincy 
Adams's  Mem.,  25 ;  4  Bost.  Law  Rep.,  169 ;  McLeod's  Trial,  by  Gould,  pamp^; 
Neilson's  Choate,  215;  1  Am.  Law  Ma|2^.,  348;  Globe  newspaper,  1841,  App., 
422;  Lawrence,  Com.  sur  droit  int..  Ill,  430 ;  18  Alb.  L.  J.,  506 ;  1  Op.  Att'y 
Gen^,  45,  Bradford,  1794 ;  same  voL,  81,  Lee,  1797;  Phillips  r.  Eyre,L.R.6 
Q.B.  1,24.) 

The  proceedinp:s  are  reported  in  People  v.  McLeod,  25  Wend.,  596.  (See  review 
by  Judge  Tallmadge,  26  Wend.,  603,  Append.) 

67 


§  21.]  SOVEREIGNTY   OVER   LAND.  [CHAP.  I. 

GeDeral  Halleck  (1  Int.  Law,  Baker's  ed.,  431),  iu  discussing  McLeod's 
case,  says :  ''As  McLeod  was  acquitted  on  this  trial,  there  waa  no  oppor- 
tunity to  obtain,  by  appeal  to  the  Federal  courts,  an  opinion  of  the  high- 
est tribitfial  of  the  United  States  on  this  important  question,  and  the 
svhsequent  act  of  Congress  has  obviated  all  danger  of  the  recurrence  of  a 
similar  case.  The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Cowen,  however,  seems  not  to 
have  received  the  approbation  of  the  best  judicial  minds  of  his  own 
State,  and  to  have  been  very  generall3-  condemned  in  other  States  and 
by  the  political  authorities  of  the  Federal  Government."  And  he  goes 
on  to  say  that  "among  European  writers  on  public  law  there  seems  to 
be  a  general  unanimity  of  opinion"  sustaining  Mr.  Webster's  view. 
But  the  act  of  Congress  which  General  Halleck  cites  does  not  settle  the 
law,  but  only  indicates  a  way  in  which  such  cases  may  be  reacheil  by 
the  Federal  courts. 

Sir  E.  Phillimore  (3  Int.  Law,  3d  ed.,  1885,  60)  appears  to  accept  Mr. 
Webster's  conclusions,  but,  unaware  of  the  Federal  legislation  that  suc- 
ceeded the  trial,  comments  on  the  inadequa<;y  of  the  Federal  system  to 
meet  cases  of  this  class. 

Mr.  Hall  (Int.  Law,  §  102)  cites  Mr.  Webster's  conclusions  without 
dissent,  and  declares  that  "  whep  a  state  in  the  exercise  of  its  right  of 
self-preservation,  does  acts  of  violence  within  the  territory  of  a  foreign 
state,  while  remaining  at  peace  with  it,  its  agents  cannot  be  tried  for 
the  murder  of  persons  killed  by  them,  nor  are  they  liable  to  a  civil  ac- 
tion in  respect  1»  damages  to  property  which  they  may  have  caused." 

The  statute  to  which  the  McLeod  case  gave  rise,  and  which  allows  an 
appeal  to  the  Federal  courts  in  cases  of  the  same  class,  is  incorporated 
as  follows  in  the  Revised  Statutes : 

Sec.  752.  The  several  justices  and  judges  of  the  said  [Federal]  courts, 
within  their  respective  jurisdictions,  shall  have  power  to  grant  writs  of 
habeas  corpus  for  the  purpose  of  an  inquiry  into  the  cause  of  restraint 
of  liberty. 

24  Sept.,  1789,  o.  20,  s.  14,  v.  1,  p.  81 ;  10  April,  1869,  o.  22,  s.  2,  v.  16,  p.  44  ;  2 
Mar.,  1833,  o"  57,  8.  7,  v.  4,  p.  634  ;  5  Feb.,  1867,  c.  28, 8. 1,  v.  14,  p.  385 ;  29 
Aug.,  1842,  c.  257,  8.  1,  v.  5,  p.  539. 

Sec.  753.  The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  shall  in  no  case  extend  to  a 
prisoner  in  jail,  unless  where  he  is  in  custody  under  or  by  color  of  the 
authority  of  the  United  States,  or  is  committed  for  trial  before  some 
court  thereof;  or  is  in  custody  for  an  act  done  or  omitted  in  pursuance 
of  a  law  of  the  United  States,  or  of  an  order,  process,  or  decree  of  a 
court  or  judge  thereof;  or  is  in  custody  in  violation  of  the  Constitution 
or  of  a  law  or  treaty  of  the  United  States ;  or,  being  a  subject  or  citizen 
of  a  foreign  state,  and  domiciled  therein,  is  in  custody  for  an  act  done 
or  omitted  under  any  alleged  right,  title,  authority,  privilege,  protec- 
tion, or  exemption  claimed  under  the  commission,  or  order,  or  sanction 
of  any  foreign  state,  or  under  color  thereof,  the  validity  and  effect 
whereof  depend  upon  the  law  of  nations ;  or  unless  it  is  necessary  to 
bring  the  prisoner  into  coujt  to  testify. 

24  Sept.,  1789,  c.  20,  8.  14,  v.  1,  p.  81;  2  Mar:,  183.^,  c.  57,  s.  7,  v.  4,  p.  634;  5 
Feb.,  1867,  c.  28,  8. 1,  v.  14,  p.  385;  29  Aug.,  1842,  c.257,  s.  1,  v.  5,  p.  539. 
Ex  parte  Dorr,  3  How.,  103;  Ex  parte  Banie8, 1  Spragne,  133;  Ex  parte 
Bridges,  2  V^oods,  428. 

Sec.  754.  Application  for  writ  of  habeas  corpus  shall  be  made  to  the 
court,  or  justice,  or  judge  authorized  to  issue  the  same,  by  complaint  in 
writing,  signed  by  the  person  for  whose  relief  it  is  intended,  s^t^ing 
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forth  the  facts  concerning  the  detention  of  the  party  restrained,  in 
whose  custody  he  is  detained,  and  by  virtue  of  what  claim  or  authority, 
if  known.  The  facts  set  forth  in  the  complaint  shall  be  verified  by  the 
oath  of  the  person  making  the  application. 

5  Feb.,  1867,  c.  28, 8. 1,  v.  14,  p.  385. 

See  farther  as  to  Molieod's  case,  infray  $  350. 


XIX.  TERBITOBIAL    BOUNDARIES   DETERMINED    BY   POLITICAL  AND 

NOT  JUDICIAL  ACTION. 

§22. 

In  a  controversy  between  the  United  States  and  a  foreign  nation  as 
to  boundary,  the  courts  will  follow  the  decision  of  those  departments 
of  the  Government  to  which  the  assertion  ot  its  interests  against  for- 
eign powers  is  confided,  i.  e.j  the  legislative  and  executive. 

Foster  «.  Neilson,  2  Peters,  253;  Garcia  v.  Lee,  12  id,,  511 ;  Williams  v.  Suffolk 
Ids.  Co.^  13  id.,  415 ;  U.  S.  v,  Eeynes,  9  Howard,  127. 


CHAPTER  II 

SOVEBEIOFTT  OVEB  WATER. 

I.  High  seas:  soYSREiaNTT  oyer,  $  26. 

II.  Territorial  waters:  priyileqes  of,  $  ^. 

III.  Bays,  $  28. 

IV.  Straits,  $  29. 
V.  Rivers,  $  30. 

VI.  Lakes  and  inland  seas,  $  31. 

yjl.  Marginal  belt  of  sea,  $  32. 

VIII.  Ship  nationalized  by  flao,  $  33. 

IX.  Crimes  at  sea  subject  to  country  of  flag,  $  33a. 

X.  Ports  open  to  all  nations,  $  34. 

XI.  Merchant  vessels  subject  to  police  law  of  port,  $  35. 

XII.  Crimes  on  such  vessels,  how  far  subject  to  port  laws,  $  35a. 

•  XIII.  Not  so  as  to  public  ships,  ^$  36. 

XIV.  Oppressive  port  exactions,  $  37. 

XV.  Exemptions  from  stress  of  weather:  vis  major,  or  inadvrrtfnce,  5  38. 

XVI.  Arming  merchant  vessels,  $  39. 

XVII.  Neutralized  waters,  $  40. 

I.  HIGH  SEAS,  SOVEREIGNTY  OVEB. 

§  26. 

The  high  seas  belong  in  common  to  all  nations,  with  the  exception  of 
that  portion  of  water  covered  by  a  ship  of  a  partienlar  nation;  which 
portion  of  water  is  considered  as  part  of  the  territory  of  the  nation  to 
which  the  ship  belongs. 

Infra,  $  33. 

The  law  of  the  sea,  like  all  the  laws  of  nations,  rests  upon  the  com- 
mon consent  of  civilized  communities ;  and  while  no  single  nation  can 
change  it,  it  can  be  changed  by  common  consent,  of  which  the  conrt 
will  take  judicial  notice. 

The  Scotia,  14  Wallace,  170. 

When  a  controversy  between  foreign  vessels  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  arises  under  the  common  law  of  nations,  the  court  below, 
having  admiralty  functions,  should  take  jurisdiction,  unless  Ri>ecial 
grounds  are  shown  why  it  should  not  do  so. 

The  Belgenland,  114  U.  S.,  35<i. 
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A  ooUisioii  on  the  high  seas  between  vessels  of  different  nationalities 
is  prima  facie  a  proper  subject  of  inquiry  in  any  court  of  admiralty 
which  first  obtains  jurisdiction. 

Ibid. 

II.  TEBRITOBIAL  WATERS,  PBIVILEGB8  OF. 

§  27. 

Ab  to  limits  of  territorial  waters  as  afifeoted  by  necessity,  see  i^fira,  $  38. 
As  to  Rassian  claim  of  territorial  waters,  see  infray  $  32. 

The  admission  of  foreign  vessels  of  war  within  our  territorial  waters 
is  by  international  law  a  matter  of  courtesy,  and,  when  there  is  no 
treaty,  may  be  refused  by  the  Executive  on  due  cause. 

Infra,  $$  3155,  ff.  319. 

A  neutral  is  bound  not  to  permit  his  territorial  waters  to  be  the  base 
of  action  by  one  belligerent  against  another ;  and  he  is  responsible  for 
his  failure  to  perform  his  duty  in  this  respect  to  a  belligerent  who  may 
be  injured  thereby. 

Infra,  ^  399. 

A  neutral  who  sustains  injury  from  belligerent  action  in  his  territorial 
waters  may  claim  from  such  belligerent  compensation  for  such  injury. 

Infra,  H  32,  227,  228,  398,  399. 

A  seizure  within  the  waters  of  the  United  States,  by  a  British  cruiser, 
of  a  Spanish  vessel  alleged  to  be  a  slaver,  is  an  invasion  of  the  sov- 
ereignty of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Vanghan,  Feb.  18,  1828;  MSS.  Notes  For.  Leg. 

An  attack  by  one  belligerent  cruiser  in  the  territorial  waters  of  a 
neutral  on  a  vessel  belonging  to  the  other  belligerent,  is  an  insult  for 
which  the  neutral  is  entitled  to  demand  redress  and  reparation. 

Infra,  $  399. 

•'In  the  case  of  the  Anna  captured  by  a  British  cruiser  in  1805,  near 
the  mouth  of  the  Mississippi  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States,  the  British  court  of  admiralty'  not  only  restored  the  captured 
property,  but  fully  asserted  and  vindicated  the  sanctity  of  neutral  ter- 
ritory by  a  decree  of  costs  and  damages  against  the  captor.  If  a 
neutral  state  neglects  to  make  such  restitution,  and  to  enforce  the 
sanctity  of  its  territory,  but  tamely  submits  to  the  outrages  of  one  of 
the  belligerents,  it  forfeits  the  immunities  of  its  neutral  character  with 
respect  to  the  other,  and  may  be  treated  by  it  as  an  enemy.  Phillimore 
on  Int.  Law,  vol,  iii,  §§  155-157 ;  the  Vrow  Anna  Oatharina,  5  Bob.,  15; 
the  Anna,  5  Rob.,  348 ;  Heffter,  Droit  International,  §§  140-150;  Bello, 
Droit  Intemacional,  pt.  il,  cap.  vii,  §  6 ;  Biquelme  Derecho  Pub.  Int., 
lib.  i,  tit.  ii,  cap.  xvii." 

2  HaUeck'8  Int.  Law  ( Baker'sed. ) ,  205 ;  as  to  the  Anna,  see  more  faHjiitfra,  i  399. 
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*' During  the  war  of  1812-15  between  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain,  the  United  States  frigate  Essex  was  attacked  and  compelled 
to  surrender,  while  at  anchor,  dismasted,  in  Valparaiso,  by  the  British 
frigate  Phoebe  and  sloop-of-war  Cherub.  The  sloop-of  war  Levant,  a 
recent  prize  to  the  United  States  frigate  Constitution,  was  chased  into 
Port  Praya,  and  captured  while  at  anchor  there  by  vessels  from  the 
British  fleet.  The  United  States  privateer  General  Armstrong,  lying 
in  the  harbor  of  Fayal,  was  destroyed  by  vessels  from  the  British  fleet. 
The  demand  upon  Portugal,  by  the  United  States,  for  indemniflcation 
was  ultimately  left  to  the  arbitration  of  Louis  Napoleon,  then  Pi-esi- 
dent  of  the  French  Republic.  He  recognized  the  attack  as  a  violation 
of  neutral  rights,  but  decided  against  indemnification,  on  the  ground 
that  the  privateer  did  not  demand  protection  from  the  Portuguese 
authorities  at  the  time,  but  resisted  by  battle  the  unjust  attack  of  tlie 
British  vessels,  instead  of  relying  upon  the  neutral  protection.  This 
decision  was  not  satisfactory  to  the  United  States,  as  they  did  not 
consider  the  fact  on  which  it  rested  as  established  in  proof.  The  prin- 
ciple of  the  decision  must  certainly  be  confined  to  cases  where  the 
vessel  attacked  has  reason  to  believe  that  effectual  protection  can  be 
seasonably  afforded  by  the  neutral,  and  makes  a  fair  choice  to  take  the 
chances  of  a  combat  rather  than  to  appeal  to  neutral  protection.  Ex. 
Doc.,  32d  Cong.,  Senate,  No.  24." 

Dana's  Wheaton,  $  429,  note  208. 

For  attacks  in  1807  on  the  Chesapeake  by  the  Leopard  in  United  States  terri- 
torial waters,  see  infra,  i  3155. 
For  disquisition  on  territorial  waters,  see  11  Edinborg  Bev.  16;  (Oot.,  1807.) 

The  Chesapeake  was  a  United  States  merchant  steamer,  which  sailed 
on  December  5,  1863,  from  New  York  to  Portland,  carrying  mainly 
goods.  She  was  boarded,  when  starting,  by  six  men,  who  asked  to  be 
received  as  passengers.  When,  however,  they  bad  left  the  shore,  these 
men,  under  the  command  of  one  of  their  namber  named  Braine,  obtained 
control  of  the  vessel,  killed  one  of  the  ofElcers,  wonnded  two  others, 
seized  the  captain  and  forced  him,  with  a  part  of  his  crew,  in  a  boat  to 
reach  the  port  of  Saint  John's,  New  Branswick.  Having  become  masters 
of  the  ship,  those  engaged  in  the  revolt  landed  at  several  points  in 
Nova  Scotia,  gave  the  ship  the  name  of  The  BetribntioD,  asserting  that 
it  was  a  Confederate  war  vessel,  disembarked  the  cargo,  and  took  in 
provisions  and  coal.  This  condact  exciting  attention,  the  local  authori- 
ties resisted  the  continuation  of  the  performances  of  the  Chesapeake  in 
this  line,  and  required  her  to  put  to  sea.  In  the  mean  time  the  owners 
of  the  cargo  complained  at  Washington  of  the  spoliation  of  which  they 
were  the  victims,  and  the  Government  of  the  United  States  called  on  the 
British  minister  to  require  the  authorities  of  Nova  Scotia  to  detain  the 
Chesapeake  when  she  should  next  come  into  port,  and  to  imprison  the 
parties  who  manned  her  until  extradition  proceedings  could  be  had 
against  them  under  the  treaty  of  1842.  Cruisers  being  sent  out  by  the 
Navy  Department  to  look  for  the  Chesapeake,  she  was  discovered  near 
Samboro,  a  Canadian  port,  with  a  signal  of  distress  flying,  deserted 
by  the  captors,  and  manned  by  two  British  subjects,  whom  the  captors 
had  employed  as  engineers,  and  by  some  of  the  original  crew.     Near 
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her  was  discovered  a  small  sailing  vessel,  which  had  come  to  supply 
her  with  coal.  On  searching  the  latter  vessel  a  quantity  of  goods  from 
the  Ghesai)eake,  was  fonnd  in  the  charge  of  one  of  the  captors  Wade, 
who  was  seized  and  placed  in  irons.  Captain  Clary,  of  the  United  States 
croiser  Dacotah,  coming  into  port,  as  senior  officer,  took  the  Chesa- 
peake to  Halifax.  As  the  capture  was  made  in  British  waters  Captain 
Clary  offered  to  deliver  the  Chesapeake  and  the  three  prisoners  to  the 
British  authorities,  asking  that  the  Chesapeake  be  returned  to  her 
owners,  and  the  prisoners  held  for  extradition.  Mr.  Seward,  at  the 
same  time,  expressed  to  Lord  Lyons  the  regret  felt  by  the  Department 
that  British  territorial  waters  should  have  been  invaded,  oUering  to 
make  any  amends,  but  repeating  the  request  that  the  prisoners,  when 
surrendered  to  Great  Britain,  should  be  retained  to  await  extradition, 
and  that  the  vessel  should  be  surrendered;  or,  as  an  alternative,  that 
both  vessel  and  prisoners  should  be  brought  to  the  United  States,  to 
be  delivered  to  the  British  Government  if  required,  subject  to  subse- 
quent extradition.  The  British  Government,  in  reply,  took  the  position 
that  the  seizure  of  the  Chesapeake  in  British  waters  was  an  internar 
tional  wrong  which  should  be  repaired  by  the  surrender  of  the  vessel  to 
Great  Britain  and  by  setting  the  prisoners  firee.  This  plan  was  consum- 
mated by  the  delivery  of  the  Chesapeake  to  the  British  authorities  at 
Halifax  for  adjudication,  and  the  handing  over  the  prisoners  to  the 
sheriff  at  that  place,  who  set  them  at  large.  Once  free  they  managed 
to  escape  before  warrants  for  arrest  under  extradition  process  could  be 
servei^  on  them.  The  advocate-general,  as  Crown  officer,  instituted 
proceedings  against  the  Chesapeake,  as  having  been  piratically  seized 
on  the  high  seas,  and  in  these  proceedings  .the  owners  of  vessel  and 
cargo  appeared  as  claimants,  the  United  States  not  appearing  as  a 
party.  Judge  Stewart,  who  presided  in  the  vice-admiralty  court,  held 
that  the  seizure  by  Braine  and  his  confederates,  as  they  had  no  bellig- 
erent commission,  was  piratical,  and  that  hence  restitution  was  to  be 
ordered  to  the  owners.  He  went  on  to  say  that  even  if  Braine  and  his 
confederates  had  belligerent  authority,  their  course  after  the  seizure 
deprived  them  of  the  right  such  authority  would  give,  since  they  brought 
the  vessel  into  a  neutral  port,  without  judicial  condemnation,  and  there 
sold  the  cargo,  comprising  neutral  as  well  as  enemy^s  property,  surrepti- 
tiously using  false  pretenses  to  obtain  supplies,  and  then,  instead  of 
contesting  their  rights  as  belligerents,  fled  the  jurisdiction. 

See  sammary  in  Calvo,  3d  ed.,  3  vol.,  481 ;  and  see  also  imftrOf  i  316. 

On  this  question  Mr.  Dana  thus  speaks : 

<<  The  whole  case  is  resolved  into  a  few  elements :  Whether  Braine 
and  his  party  were  pirates  jure  gentium^  or  only  criminals  by  the  mu- 
nicipal law  of  the  United  States,  the  naval  officers  of  the  United 
States,  as  belligerents,  had  no  right  to  arrest  them  or  the  vessel  within 
British  territorial  jurisdiction.  Disclaimer  and  apology  by  the  United 
States  became  necessary,  and  were   freely  tendered.     The  United 
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States  regarded  the  case  as  one  oi  pare  piracy^  and  the  act  of  its  offi- 
cers in  making  the  arrest  as  the  resalt  of  a  z^ous  desire  to  perform  a 
daty  to  mankind,  and  accompanied  with  no  willfal  or  unnecessary 
force  or  rudeness :  and,  as  the  port  was  a  small  one,  with  no  local  po- 
lice force,  the  retaldng  possession  of  persons  and  property  piratically 
seized,  under  such  circumstances,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  delivering 
them  at  once  into  competent  neutral  custody,  constituted  rather  a 
formal  than  a  serious  violation  of  the  law  of  nations,  for  which  resto- 
ration of  the  vessel  and  prisoners  to  British  authority,  disclaimer, 
apology,  and  a  censure  of  the  officers  was  an  adequate  satisfaction 
and  security.  Great  Britain  acquiesced  in  this  view.  !No  competent 
claim  of  belligerent  authority  for  the  seizure  by  Braine  and  his  party 
was  ever  made,  either  in  the  courts  or  to  the  political  authorities  of 
Great  Britain,  so  the  legal  and  political  character  of  the  case  was  one 
of  piracy,  with  a  notion  that  a  color  of  belligerent  authority  might 
possibly  have  existed,  which  was  never  produced.  The  restitution  of 
vessel  and  cargo  to  the  owners,  by  rule  of  the  vice-admiralty  court,  on 
motion  of  the  crown  officer,  ended  the  question  as  to  the  vessel ;  and 
the  escape  of  the  men,  between  their  discharge  and  rearrest  closed  the 
question  as  to  the  extradition.  IT.  S.  Dip.  Gorr.  1864,  Part  I,  pp.  46,  72, 
121,  196,  431 ;  Part  II,  pp.  401-407,  468,  474,  482,  483,  488,  490,  511, 
538,  562,  650.  Papers  presented  to  the  House  of  Commons  in  reply 
to  the  address  of  March  7, 1864,  Forth  America,  Ko.  9." 

Dana's  Wheaton,  $  428,  note  207. 

The  seizure  of  the  Confederate  cruiser  Florida,  by  the  Federal  cruiser 
Wacbusett,  in  the  port  of  Bahia,  Brazil,  in  October,  1864,  was  con- 
ceded by  the  United  States  Government  to  be  an  invasion  of  Brazil- 
ian territorial  waters.  The  act  was  disavowed  by  the  United  States, 
and  in  a  note  of  December  26, 1864,  to  Mr.  Barbosa  da  Silva,  Brazil- 
ian minister  at  Washington,  Mr.  Seward  announced  the  proposed  tria] 
by  court-martial  of  the  captain  of  the  Wachusett,  the  dismissal  of  the 
United  States  consul  at  Bahia,  who  advised  the  attack,  the  release  of 
the  parties  on  the  Florida,  and  a  salute  to  the  Brazilian  flag.  Mr. 
Seward  proceeded  to  mention  that  the  Florida,  while  at  anchor  in 
Hampton  Eoads,  had,  by  an  unavoidable  casualty,  foundered.  To 
fulfill  the  engagement  of  saluting  the  Brazilian  flag,  the  United  States 
Govertiment,  in  1866,  sent  to  Bahia  a  United  States  vessel  of  war  for 
the  announced  purpose  of  delivering  a  solemn  salute  to  the  Brazilian 
flag  on  the  spot  where  Brazilian  neutrality  had  been  invaded. 

See  Dana's  Wheaton,  note,  209 ;  Calvo,  dd  ed.,  3  vol.,  487,  where  the  case  is 

given  in  detail.    See  also  infniy  $  399. 
The  papers  connected  with  the  seizure  of  the  schooner  .Gfeyhonnd,  in  Boston 

Harbor,  in  Aagnst,  1793,  by  orders  of  the  French  vice-consul  in  Boston,  arc 

given  in  1  Am.  State  Papers;  For.  Rel.,  178  ff. 

The  seizure  by  a  ship-of-war  of  the  United  States  of  a  vessel  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  government,  for  an  InMngement  of  our 
revenue  or  navigation  laws,  is  a  violation  of  the  territorial  authority  of 
such  government 

4  Op.,  285,  Nelson,  1843. 
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ra.  BATS, 
§28. 

The  whole  of  the  waters  within  the  capes  of  the  Delaware  Bay  is 
neatral  territory  when  the  United  States  is  neutral.  This  neutrality 
depends  not  "on  any  of  the  various  distances  claimed^  on  the  sea  *'by 
different  nations  possessing  the  neighboring  shore,"  but  upon  the  fact 
that  the  United  States  are  the  proprietors  of  the  lands  on  both  sides  of 
the  Delaware,  from  its  head  to  its  entrance  into  the  sea.  But  the  law  of 
nations  and  the  treaty  of  Paris  of  1783  may  justify  the  United  States 
in  attaching  to  their  coasts  '^an  extent  into  the  sea  beyond  the  ^each  of 
cannon  shot." 

1  Op.,  32,  Bandolph,  1793;  1  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  ReL),  80.  (See  Mr.  JeffersoD, 
Sec.  of  State,'  to  Mr.  Morris,  Aug.  16,  1793.  MSS.  Inst.  Ministers ;  1  Am. 
St.  Paps.  (For.  Eel.),  167. 

"  DelAware  Bay  was  declared  in  1793  to  belong  exclusively  to  the 
United  States.  When,  however,  the  headlands  are  very  remote,  there 
is  more  doubt  in  regard  to  the  claim  of  exclusive  control  over  them^ 
and,  for  the  most  part,  such  claim  has  not  been  made.  Chancellor 
Kent  (I,  30)  inclines  to  claim  for  the  United  States  the  dominion  over 
a  very  wide  extent  of  the  adjacent  ocean.  ^Considering,'  says  he,  Hhe 
great  extent  of  the  line  of  the  American  coasts,  we  have  a  right  to 
claim,  for  fiscal  and  defensive  regulations,  a  liberal  extension  of  mari- 
time jurisdiction }  and  it  would  not  be  unreasonable,  as  I  apprebend, 
to  assume  for  domestic  purposes  connected  with  our  safety  and  wel- 
fare the  control  of  waters  on  our  coasts,  though  included  within  lines 
stretching  from  quite  distant  headlands — as,  for  instance,  from  Cape 
Ann  to  Cape  Cod,  and  from  Nantucket  to  Montauk  Point,  and  from 
that  point  to  the  capes  of  the  Delaware,  and  from  the  south  cape  of 
Florida  to  the  Mississippi.  In  1793  our  Government  thought  they  were 
entitled,  in  reason,  to  as  broad  a  margin  of  protected  navigation  as  any 
nation  whatever,  though  at  that  time  they  did  not  positively  insist  be- 
yond the  distance  of  a  marine  league  from  the  sea-shores;  and  in  1806 
our  Government  thought  it  would  not  be  unreasonable,  considering  the 
extent  of  the  United  States,  the  shoainess  of  their  coast,  and  the  natu- 
ral indication  furnished  by  the  well-defined  path  of  the  Gulf  Stream, 
to  expect  an  immunity  from  belligerent  warfare  for  the  space  between 
that  limit  and  the  American  shore.'  But  such  broad  claims  have  not, 
it  is  believed,  been  much  urged,  and  they  are  out  of  character  for  a 
nation  that  has  ever  asserted  the  freedom  of  doubtful  waters,  as  well 
as  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  more  recent  times.'' 

Woolsey's  Int.  Law,  $  56.    (See  comments  in  Whart.  Com.  Am.  Law,  $  192 

and  discussions  in  procedure  of  Halifax  Commission,  Vol.  I,  145  Jf.) 
As  to  marine  belt  see  ii^ra,  $  :^. 

^'In  defining  the  distance  protected  against  belligerent  proceedings 
it  would  not,  x>^rhaps,  be  unreasonable,  considering  the  extent  of  the 
Unit^  States,  the  shoainess  of  their  coast,  and  the  natural  indication 
furnished  by  the  well-defined  path  of  the  Gulf  Stream,  to  expect  an 
immonity  for  the  space  between  that  limit  and  the  American  shore. 
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Bat  at  least  it  may  be  insisted  that  the  extent  of  the  neutral  immnnity 
should  correspond  with  the  claims  maintained  by  Great  Britain  aroand 
her  own  territory.'' 

Mr.  MadiBon,  See.  of  State,  to  Messrs.  Monroe  and  Pinkney,  May  17, 1806.    MSS. 
Inst.  Ministers. 

It  cannot  be  asserted  as  a  general  rale  that  nations  have  an  exclusive 
right  of  fishery  over  all  adjacent  waters  to  a  distance  of  three  marine 
miles  beyond  an  imaginary  line  drawn  from  headland  to  headland.  This 
doctrine  of -headlands  is  new,  and  has  received  a  proper  limit  in  the  con- 
vention between  France  and  Great  Britain  of  the  2d  of  August,  1839,  in 
which  '•  It  is  equally  agreed  that  the  distance  of  three  miles  fixed  as  the 
general  limit  for  the  exclusive  right  of  fishery  upon  the  coasts  of  the 
two  countries  shall^  with  respect  to  bays,  the  mouths  of  which  do  not 
exceed  ten  miles  in  width,  be  measured  from  a  straight  line  drawn  from 
headland  to  headland." 

Umpire,  London  C,  1853,  212;  S.  P.,  214.    Cited  1  Halifax  award,  152."    See 
tn/ra,  $  32. 

Where  two  nations  are  possessed  of  territory  on  opposite  sides  of  a  bay 
or  navigable  river,  the  sovereignty  of  each  presumptively  extends  to  the 
middle  of  the  water  from  any  part  of  their  respective  shores. 

5  Op.,  412,  Crittenden,  1851. 

Where  one  nation  first  takes  possession  of  the  whole  of  the  bay  or 
navigable  river,  and  exercises  sovereignty  thereon,  the  neighboring  peo- 
ple shall  nevertheless  be  '^  lords  of  their  particular  ports,  and  so  much 
of  the  sea  or  navigable  river  as  the  convenient  access  to  the  shore  re- 
quires." 

Ibid. 

On  May  14,  1870,  the  "  headland  ^  doctrine  having  been  reasserted 
by  Mr.  Peter  Mitchell,  provincial  minister  of  marine  and  fisheries,  Lord 
Granville,  British  foreign  secretary,  on  June  6, 1870,  telegraphed  to  the 
governor-general  as  follows :  "  Her  Majesty's  Government  hopes  that 
the  United  States  fishermen  will  not  be,  for  the  present,  prevented  from 
fishing,  except  within  three  miles  of  land,  or  in  bays  which  are  less 
than  six  miles  broad  at  the  mouth." 

1  Halifax  Comm.,  155.    In/ray  $$32,  303. 

IV.  STRAITS, 
§29. 

"  Negotiations  are  pending  with  Denmark  to  discontinue  the  practice 
of  levying  tolls  on  our  vessels  and  their  cargoes  passing  through  the 
sound.  I  do  not  doubt  that  we  can  claim  exemption  therefrom,  as  a 
matter  of  right.  It  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  this  exaction  is  sanc- 
tioned, not  by  the  general  principles  of  the  law  of  nations,  but  only  by 
special  conventions,  which  most  of  the  commercial  nations  have  entered 
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into  with  Denmark.  The  fifth  article  of  our  treaty  of  1826  with  Den- 
mark provides  that  there  shall  not  be  paid,  on  the  vessels  of  the  United 
States  and  their  cargoes  when  parsing  through  the  sound,  higher  duties 
than  those  of  the  most  favored  nations.  This  may  be  regarded  as  an 
implied  agreement  to  submit  to  the  toll  during  the  continuance  of  the 
treaty,  and,  consequently,  may  embarrass  the  assertion  of  our  right  to 
be  released  therefrom.  There  are  also  other  provisions  in  the  treaty 
which  ought  to  be  modified.  It  was  to  remain  in  force  for  ten  years,  and 
until  one  year  after  either  party  should  give  notice  to  the  other  of  in- 
tention to  terminate  it.  I  deem  it  expedient  that  the  contemplated  no- 
tice should  be  given  to  the  Government  of  Denmark.^ 

President  Pierce's  second  annual  message,  1854. 

^'  I  remain  of  the  opinion  that  the  United  States  ought  not  to  submit 
to  the  payment  of  the  sound  dues,  not  so  much  because  of  their  amount, 
which  is  a  secondary  matter,.but  because  it  is  in  effect  the  recognition 
of  the  right  of  Denmark  to  treat  one  of  the  great  maritime  highways  of 
'  nations  as  a  close  sea,  and  prevent  the  navigation  of  it  as  a  privilege, 
for  which  tribute  may  be  .imposed  upon  those  who  have  occasion  to 
use  it. 

"  This  Government,  on  a  former  occasion  not  unlike  the  present,  sig- 
nalized its  determination  to  maintain  the  freedom  of  the  seas  and  of  the 
great  natural  channels  of  navigation.  The  Barbary  States  had  for  a 
long  time  coerced  the  payment  of  tribute  from  all  nations  whose  ships 
frequented  the  Mediterranean.  To  the  last  demand  of  such  payment 
made  by  them  the  United  States,  although  suffering  less  by  their  dep- 
redations than  many  other  nations,  returned  the  explicit  answer  that 
we  preferred  war  to  tribute,  and  thus  opened  the  way  to  the  relief  of 
the  commerce  of  the  world  from  an  ignominious  tax,  so  long  submitted 
to  by  the  more  powerful  nations  of  Europe. 

^^If  the  manner  of  payment  of  the  sound  dues  differ  from  that  of  the 
tribute  formerly  conceded  to  the  Barbary  States,  still  their  exaction  by 
Denmark  has  no  better  foundation  in  right.  Each  was,  in  its  origin, 
nothing  but  a  tax  on  a  common  natural  right,  extorted  by  those  who 
were  at  that  time  able  to  obstruct  the  free  and  secure  enjoyment  of  it, 
but  who  no  longer  possess  that  power. 

'^Denmark,  while  resisting  our  assertion  of  the  freedom  of  the  Baltic 
Sound  and  belts,  .has  indicated  a  readiness  to  make  some  new  arrange- 
ment on  the  subject,  and  has  invited  the  Governments  interested,  in- 
cluding the  United  States,  to  be  represented  in  a  convention  to  assem- 
ble for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  considering  a  proposition  which  she 
intends  to  submit  for  the  capitalization  of  the  sound  dues,  and  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  sum  to  be  paid  as  commutation. among  the  Governments 
according  to  the  respective  proportion  of  their  maritime  commerce  to 
and  from  the  Bjiltic.  I  have  declined,  in  the  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  to  accept  this  invitation,  for  the  most  cogent  reasons.  One  is 
that  Denmark  does  not  offer  to  submit  to  the  convention  the  question  of 
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her  right  to  levy  the  sound  dues.  The  second  is,  that  if  the  convention 
were  allowed  to  take  cognizance  of  that  particular  question,  still  it 
would  not  be  competent  to  deal  with  the  great  international  principle 
involved,  which  affects  the  right  in  other  cases  of  navigation  and  com- 
mercial freedom  as  well  as  that  of  access  to  the  Baltic.  Above  all,  by 
the  express  terms  of  the  proposition  it  is  contemplated  that  the  consid- 
eration of  the  sound  dues  shall  be  commingled  with  and  made  subordi- 
nate to  a  matter  wholly  extraneous — the  balance  of  power  among  the 
Governments  of  Europe. 

"While,  however,  rejecting  this  proposition,  and  insisting  on  the  right 
of  free  transit  into  and  from  the  Baltic,  I  have  expressed  to  Denmark 
a  willingness,  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  to  share  liberally  with 
other  powers  in  compensating  her  for  any  advantages  which  commerce 
shall  hereafter  derive  from  expenditures  made  by  her  for  the  improve- 
ment and  safety  of  the  navigation  of  the  sound  or  belts." 

President  Piercers  third  annaal  message,  1855. 

The  imposition  by  Denmark  of  sound  dues  on  shipping  of  the  United 
States  is  regarded  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  as  incon- 
sistent with  just  principles  of  international  law. 

Mr.  BnchaDaD,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Flenniken,  Oct.  14,  1848.  MSS.  Instruct., 
Denmark.  Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  Stat^  to  Mr.  Bedinger,  Jnly  18, 1853;  March 
1*2,  ia55 ;  Nov.  3,  1855 ;  Feb.  19,  1856 ;  May  5,  1856.    Ibid. 

'*By  a  convention,  of  April  11,  1857,  between  the  United  States  and 
Denmark,  the  navigation  of  the  sound  and  belts  is  declared  free  to 
American  vessels ;  and  Denmark  stipulates  that  these  passages  shall 
be  lighted  and  buoyed  as  heretofore,  and  to  make  such  improvements 
in  them  as  circumstances  may  require,  without  any  charges  to  American 
vessels  and  their  cargoes,  and  to  maintain  the  present  establishment  of 
pilots,  it  being  optional  for  American  masters  to  employ  them  at  reason- 
able rates  fixed  by  the  Danish  Government  or  to  navigate  their  own 
vessels.  In  consideration  of  these  stipulations  the  United  States  agreed 
to  pay  to  Denmark  717,829  rix-dollars,  or  $393,011  in  the  currency  of 
the  United  States.  Any  other  privileges  granted  by  Denmark  to  any 
other  nation  at  the  sound  and  belts,  or  on  her  coasts  and  in  her  harbors, 
with  reference  to  the  transit  by  land,  through  Danish  territory,  of  their 
merchandise,  shall  be  extended  to  and  enjoyed  by  citizens  of  the  Ujiited 
States,  their  vessels  and  property.  The  convention  of  April  26,  1826, 
to  become  again  binding,  except  as  regards  the  article  referring  to  the 
sound  dues.    United  States  Statutes  at  Large,  vol.  xi,  p.  719.^ 

Lawrence's  Wheaton,  ed.  1863,  p.  335. 

See  further  correspondence  attached   to  President  Pierce's  messages  above 

quoted;  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  108,  33d  Cong.,  Ist  sess.;  2  Benton's  Thirty 

Years  in  Senate,  362. 
The  subject  of  sonnd  dues  is  further  dincnstsed  in  Woolsey's  Int.  Law,  }  ,^>7,  see 

also  North  Anierii;.'in  Review  for  Jan.  18r>7 ;  2  Fiore  Drc^t  Int.,  2d  ed.  (trans. 

by  Antoine,  1885),  $  724 ;  3  Calvo  Droit  Int.,  3d  ed.,  342. 
The  correspondence  with  Denmark  (1841-1854)  relative  to  sound  dues  will  be 

found  in  British  and  Foreign  State  Papers,  1854-^55;  voL  45,  807. 
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^<  This  Gk)vemment  is  not  disposed  to  prematarely  raise  any  question 
to  disturb  the  existing  control  which  Turkey  claims  over  the  straits 
leading  into  the  Euxine.  It  has  observed  the  acquiescence  of  other 
powers  whose  greaterpropinquity  would  suggest  more  intimate  interests 
in  the  usage  whereby  the  Porte  claims  the  right  to  exclude  the  national 
vessels  of  other  powers  from  the  passage  of  those  straits. 

''  But  while  this  Government  does  not  deny  the  existence  of  the  usage, 
and  has  had  no  occasion  to  question  the  propriety  of  its  observance, 
the  President  deems  it  important  to  avoid  recognizing  it  as  a  right 
under  the  law  of  nations. 

'<  The  position  of  Tnrkey  with  reference  to  the  Euxine  may  be  com- 
pared to  that  of  Denmark  with  reference  to  the  Baltic,  with  the  dif- 
ference that  the  former  is  a  sovereign  over  the  soil  on  both  sides  of 
the  straits,  while  Sweden  owns  the  territory  on  the  east  of  the  sound 
leading  to  the  Baltic. 

<<  Commercial  nations  from  the  earliest  times  until  recently  submitted 
to  the  exactions  of  Denmark  of  what  were  called  the  sound  dues,  which 
were  ultimately  abolished  by  the  payment  of  a  gross  sum  by  each  coun* 
try.  proportionate  to  its  tonnage,  in  the  habit  of  passing  the  sound. 

^'  The  legality  of  the  tax  when  it  was  levied  was,  at  least,  questionable, 
and  probably  was  acquiesced  in  from  its  antiquity  merely,  though,  per- 
haps, in  part  from  a  regard  to  the  comparative  weakness  of  Denmark 
to  resist  its  collection  by  the  commercial  world  at  large,  or  by  the  more 
powerful  nations  singly. 

^^  We  are  not  aware  that  Denmark  claimed  the  right  to  exclude  foreign 
vessels  of  war  from  the  Baltic  merely  because  in  proceeding  thither 
they  must  necessarily  pass  within  cannon-shot  of  her  shores.  If  this 
right  has  been  claimed  by  Turkey  in  respect  to  the  Black  Sea,  it  must 
have  originated  at  a  time  when  she  was  positively  and  comparatively 
in  a  much  more  advantageous  position  to  enforce  it  than  she  now  is. 
The  Black  Sea,  like  the  Baltic,  is  a  vast  expanse  of  waters,  which  wash 
the  shores  not  alone  of  Turkish  territory,  but  those  of  another  great 
power  who  may,  in  times  of  peace  at  least,  expect  visits  from  men-of- 
war  of  friendly  states.  It  seems  unfair  that  any  such  claim  as  that  of 
Tnrkey  should  be  set  up  as  a  bar  to  such  an  intercourse,  or  that  the 
privilege  should  in  any  way  be  subject  to  her  sufferance. 

^^  There  is  no  practical  question  making  it  necessary  at  present  to 
discuss  the  subject,  but  should  occasion  arise  when  you  are  called  upon 
to  refer  to  it,  you  will  bear  in  mind  the  distinction  taken  above,  and  be 
cautious  to  go  no  further  than  to  recognize  the  exclusion  of  the  vessels 
as  a  usage." 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  MacVeagh,  May  5, 1&71.    MSS.  Inst.,  Tnrkey ;  For 
ReL,  1871.    See  2  Fiore  Droit  int.  (trans,  in  French  by  Antoine,  1685),  $  748. 

"The  abstract  right  of  the  Turkish  Government  to  obstruct  the 
navigation  of  the  Dardanelles  even  to  vessels  of  war  in  time  of  peace 
is  a  serious  question.    The  right,  however,  has  for  a  long  time. been 
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claimed,  and  has  been  sanctioned  by  treaties  between  Turkey  and  cer- 
tain European  states.  A  proper  occasion  may  arise  tor  us  to  dispute 
the  applicability  of  the  claim  to  United  States  menof  war.  Meanwhile 
it  is  deemed  expedient  to  acquiesce  in  the  exclusion." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Boker,  Jan.  3,  1873.    MSS.  Inst.,  Tnrkey. 

"  The  United  States  are  not  a  party  to  the  convention  which  professes 
to  exclude  vessels  of  war  from  the  Dardanelles ;  and  while  it  is  disposed 
to  respect  this  traditional  sensibility  of  the  Porte  as  to  that  passage, 
the  shot  which  it  is  supposed  may  have  been  intended  for  a  national 
vessel  of  this  Government  might,  if  it  had  been  directed  according  to 
the  supposed  intention,  have  precipitated  a  discussion  if  not  a  serious 
complication.^ 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec^of  State,  to  Mr.  Boker,  Jan.  25,  187:^ ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  will  not  tolerate  exclusive 
claims  by  any  nation  whatsoever  to  the  Straits  of  Magellan,  and  will 
hold  responsible  any  Government  that  undertakes,  no  matter  on  what 
pretext,  to  lay  any  impost  or  check  on  United  States  commerce  through 
those  straits. 

Mr.  EvartB,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Osborn,  Jan.  18,  1879.    MSS.  Inst.,  Chili. 

While  a  natural  thoroughfare,  although  wholly  within  the  dominion 
of  a  Government,  may  be  passed  by  commercial  ships,  of  right,  yet  the 
nation  which  constructs  an  artificial  channel  may  annex  such  conditions 
to  its  use  as  it  pleases. 

The  AYon,  18  Int.  Rev.  Eeo.,  165. 

Ab  to  neutralized  waters  see  infra,  $  40. 

V.  RIVERS, 
§  30. 

The  message  of  President  J.  Q.  Adams,  on  January  25, 1828,  on  the 
navigation  of  the  Saint  Lawrence,  with  the  accompanying  papers,  is 
given  in  House  Doc.  Xo.  464,  Twentieth  Congress,  first  session;  6  Am. 
State  Papers  (For.  Rel.),  757.    Among  these  papers  are  the  following: 

Mr.  Eush,  minister  at  London,  to  Mr.  Adams,  Secretary  of  State, 
August  12, 1824 ;  Mr.  Clay,  Secretary  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gallatin,  minister 
at  London,  June  19,  1820,  August  8,  1826;  Mr.  Gallatin  to  Mr.  Clav, 
September  21, 1829,  October  1,  1827. 

The  position  taken  by  Mr.  Clay,  in  bis  instructions  to  Mr.  Gallatin,  of 
June  19,  1826,  was  that  the  United  States  claimed  the  right  of  fi  o 
navigation  of  the  Saint  Lawrence  as  a  strait  dividing  two  sovereign- 
ties. The  British  Government  took  the  position  that  while  not  conceding 
the  claim  as  a  matter  of  right,  they  would  be  willing  to  negotiate  in 
respect  to  it  as  a  matter  of  convenience.  The  argument  on  the  side 
of  the  United  States  is  given  in  the  American  paper  entitled  the 
Eighte>enth  Protocol ;  that  on  the  side  of  Great  Britain  in  the  British 
paper  entitled  the  Twenty -fourth  Protocol.  (See  also  Ex.  Doc.  No.  43, 
Twentieth  Congress,  first  session.) 
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By  the  reciprocity  treaty  of  June  5, 1854,  '^  the  citizens  and  inhabitants 
of  the  United  States  shall  have  the  power  to  navigate  the  river  Saint 
Lawrence  and  the  canals  in  Canada  ased  as  the  means  of  communicating 
between  the  great  lakes  and  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  with  their  vessels, 
boats,  and  crafts  as  fully  and  freely  as  the  subjects  of  Her  Britannic 
Majesty,  subject  only  to  the  same  tolls  and  other  assessments  as  now 
are  or  may  hereafter  be  exacted  of  Her  Majesty's  said  subjects ;  it  being 
understood,  however,  that  the  British  Government  retains  the  right  of 
suspending  this  privilege  on  giving  due  notice  thereof  to  the  Government 
of  the  United  States.  It  is  further  agreed  that  if  at  any  time  the  British 
Government  should  exercise  the  said  reserved  right,  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  shall  have  the  right  of  suspending,  if  it  think  fit, 
the  operations  of  Article  III  of  the  present  treaty,  in  so  far  as  the 
province  of  Canada  is  affected  thereby,  for  so  long  as  the  suspension  of 
the  free  navigation  of  the  river  Saint  Lawrence  or  the  canals  may  con- 
tinue. It  is  further  agreed  that  British  subjects  shall  have  the  right 
freely  to  navigate  Lake  Michigan  with  their  vessels,  boats,  and  crafts, 
80  long  as  the  privilege  of  navigating  the  river  Saint  Lawrence,  secured 
to  American  citizens  by  the  above  clause  of  the  present  article  shall 
continue;  and  the  Government  of  the  United  States  further  engages  to 
urge  upon  the  State  governments  to  secure  to  the  subjects  of  Her 
Britannic  Majesty  the  use  of  the  several  State  canals  on  terms  of  equality 
with  the  inhabitants  of  the  United  States.  And  it  is  further  agreed 
that  no  export  duty,  or  other  duty,  shall  be  levied  on  lumber  or  timber 
of  any  kind  cut  on  that  portion  of  the  American  territory  in  the  State  of 
Maine  watered  by  the  river  Saint  John  and  its  tributaries  and  floated 
down  that  river  to  the  sea  when  the  same  is  shipped  to  the  United 
States  from  the  province  of  New  Brunswick.'' 

This  treaty  was  terminated  March  17,  1866,  under  resolution  of  Con- 
gress of  Januairy  18,  1865. 

• 

'^A  like  unfriendly  disposition  has  been  manifested  on  the  part  of 
Canada  in  the  maintenance  of  a  claim  of  right  to  exclude  the  citizens 
of  the  United  States  from  the  navigation  of  the  Saint  Lawrence.  This 
river  constitutes  a  natural  outlet  to  the  ocean  for  eight  States,  with  an 
aggregate  population  of  about  17,600,000  inhabitants,  and  with  an  ag- 
gregate tonnage  of  661,367  tons  upon  the  waters  which  discharge  into 
it.  The  foreign  commerce  of  our  ports  on  these  waters  is  open  to 
'British  competition,  and  the 'major  part  of  it  is  done  in  British  bottoms. 

*<If  the  American  seamen  be  excluded  from  this  natural  avenue  to 
the  ocean,  the  monopoly  of  the  direct  commerce  of  the  lake  ports  with 
the  Atlantic  would  be  in  foreign  hands;  their  vessels  on  transatlantic 
voyages  having  an  access  to  our  lake  ports  which  would  be  denied  to 
American  vessels  on  simQar  voyages.  To  state  such  a  proposition  is 
to  refute  its  justice. 

"  During  the  a<lministration  of  Mr.  John  Quincy  Adams,  Mr.  Clay 
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UDanswerably  demoustrated  the  nataral  right  of  the  citizens  of  the 
IJDited  States  to  the  Davigation  of  this  river,  claiming  that  the  act  of 
the  congress  of  Vienna,  in  opening  the  Ehine  and  other  rivers  to  all 
nations,  showed  the  judgment  of  European  jurists  and  statesmen  that 
the  inhabitants  of  a  country  through  which  a  navigable  river  pa^sses 
have  a  natural  right  to  enjoy  the  navigation  of  that  river  to  and  into 
the  sea,  even  though  passing  through  the  territories  of  another  power. 
This  right  does  not  exclude  the  coequal  right  of  the  sovereign  possess- 
ing the  territory  through  which  the  river  debouches  into  the  sea  to 
•make  such  regulations  relative  to  the  police  of  the  navigation  as  may 
be  reasonably  necessary ;  but  those  regulations  should  be  framed  in  a 
liberal  spirit  of  comity,  and  should  not  impose  needless  burdens  upon 
the  commerce  which  has  the  right  of  transit.  It  has  been  found  in 
practice  more  advantageous  to  arrange  these  regulations  by  mutual 
agreement.  The  United  States  are  ready  to  make  any  reasonable  ar- 
rangement, as  to  the  police  of  the  Saint  Lawrence,  which  may  be  sug- 
gested by  Great  Britain. 

"  If  the  claim  made  by  Mr.  Clay  was  just  when  the  population  of 
States  bordering  on  the  shores  of  the  lakes  was  only  3,400,000,  it  now 
derives  greater  force  and  equity  from  the  increased  population,  wealth 
production,  and  tonnage  of  the  States  on  the  Canadian  frontier.  Sinoe 
Mr.  Clay  advanced  his  argument  in  behalf  of  our  right  the  principle  for 
which  he  contended  has  been  frequently,  and  by  various  nations,  recog- 
nized by  law  or  by  treaty,  and  has  been  extended  to  several  other  great 
rivers.  By  the  treaty  concluded  at  Mayence,  in  1831,  the  Ehine  was 
declared  free  from  the  point  where  it  is  first  navigable  into  the  sea. 
By  the  convention  between  Spain  and  Portugal,  concluded  in  1835,  the 
navigation  of  the  Douro,  throughout  its  whole  extent,  was  made  free  for 
the  subjects  of  both  crowns.  In  1853  the  Argentine  Confederation  by 
treaty  threw  open  the  free  navigation  of  the  Parana  and  the  Uruguay 
to  the  merchant  vessels  of  all  nations.  In  1856  the  Crimean  war  was 
closed  by  a  treaty  which  provided  for  the  free  navigation  of  the  Danube. 
In  1858  Bolivia,  by  treaty,  declared  that  it  regarded  the  rivers  Amazon 
and  La  Plata,  in  accordance  with  fixed  principles  of  national  law,  as 
highways  or  channels,  opened  by  nature  for  the  commerce  of  all  nations. 
In  1859  the  Paraguay  was  made  free  by  treaty,  and  in  December,  1866, 
the  Emperor  of  Brazil,  by  imperial  decree,  declared  the  Amazon  to  be 
open,  to  the  frontier  of  Brazil,  to  the  merchant  ships  of  aU  nations. 
The  greatest  living  British  authority  on  this  subject,  while  asserting' 
the  abstract  right  of  the  British  claim,  says :  '  It  seems  difficult  to  deny 
that  Great  Britain  may  ground  her  refusal  upon  strict  law^  but  it  is 
equally  difficult  to  deny,  first,  tliat  in  so  doing  she  exercises  harshly  an 
extreme  and  hard  law  ;  secondly,  that  her  conduct  with  respect  to  the 
navigation  of  the  Saint  Lawrence  is  in  glaring  and  discreditable  incon- 
sistency with  her  conduct  with  respect  to  the  navigation  of  the  Missis- 
sippi.   On  the  ground  that  she  possessed  a  small  domain,  in  which  the 
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Mississippi  took  its  rise,  she  insisted  on  the  right  to  navigate  the  entire 
volume  of  its  waters.  On  the  ground  that  she  possesses  both  banks  of 
the  Saint  Lawrence,  where  it  disembogues  itself  into  the  sea,  she  denies 
to  the  United  States  the  right  of  navigation,  though  about  one-half  of 
the  waters  of  Lakes  Ontario,  Erie,  Huron,  and  Superior,  and  the  whole 
X}i'  Lake  Michigan,  through  which  the  river  flows,  are  the  property  of 
the  United  States.' 

''The  whole  nation  is  interested  in  securing  cheap  transportation 
from  the  agricultural  States  of  the  West  to  the  Atlantic  sea-board.  To 
the  citizens  of  those  States  it  secures  a  greater  return  for  their  labor ; 
to  the  inhabitants  of  the  seaboard  it  affords  cheaper  food ;  to  the  na- 
tion, an  increase  in  the  annual  surplus  of  wealth.  It  is  hoped  that  the 
Government  of  Great  Britain  will  see  the  justice  of  abandoning  the 
narrow  and  inconsistent  claim  to  which  her  Canadian  provinces  have 
urged  her  adherence." 

President  Grant's  second  annual  message,  1870. 

The  treaty  of  Washington  of  May  3, 1871,  provides  as  follows: 

"Aetiolb  XXVI. 

"The  navigation  of  the  river  St.  Lawrence,  ascending  and  descend- 
ing, from  the  forty-fifth  parallel  of  north  latitude,  where  it  ceases  to 
form  the  boundary  between  the  two  countries,  from,  to,  and  into  the 
sea,  shall  forever  remain  free  and  open  for  the  purposes  of  commerce 
to  the  citizens  of  the  United  States,  subject  to  any  laws  and  regula- 
tions of  Great  Britain,  or  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  not  inconsistent 
with  such  privilege  of  free  navigation. 

"The  navigation  of  the  rivers  Yukon,  Porcupine,  and  Stikine, 
ascending  and  descending,  from,  to,  and  into  the  sea,  shall  forever  re- 
main free  and  open  for  the  purposes  of  commerce  to  the  subjects  of 
Her  Britannic  Majesty  and  to  the  citizens  of  the  United  States,  sub- 
ject to  any  laws  and  regulations  of  either  country  within  its  own  terri- 
tory, not  inconsistent  with  such  privilege  of  free  navigation. 

"Abtiolb  XXVIL 

"The  Government  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty  engages  to  urge  upon 
the  Government  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada  to  secure  to  the  citizens 
of  the  United  States  the  use  of  the  Welland,  St.  Lawrence,  and  other 
'  canals  in  the  Dominion  on  terms  of  equality  with  the  inhabitants  of  the 
Dominion;  and  the  Government  of  the  United  States  engages  that  the 
subjects  of  her  Britannic  Majesty  shall  enjoy  the  use  of  the  St.  Clair 
Flats  Canal  on  terms  of  equality  with  the  inhabitants  of  the  United 
States,  and  further  engages  to  urge  upon  the  State  governments  to 
secure  to  the  subjects  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty  the  use  of  the  several 
State  canals  connected  with  the  navigation  of  the  lakes  or  rivers  trav- 
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ersed  by,  or  couti^uoas  to  the  boundary  line  between  tbe  posBessious 
of  the  high  contractiug  parties,  on  terms  of  equality  with  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  United  States. 

"Article  XXVIII. 

"  The  navigation  of  Lake  Michigan  shall  also,  for  tlie  term  of  years 
mentioned  in  Article  XXXIII  of  this  treaty,  be  free  and  open  for  the 
purposes  of  commerce  to  the  subjects  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty,  sub- 
ject to  any  laws  and  regulations  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  States 
bordering  thereon  not  inconsistent  with  such  privilege  of  free  navi- 
gation. 

'« Article  XXIX. 

"It  is  agreed  that,  for  the  term  of  years  mentioned  in  Article 
XXXIII  of  this  treaty,  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise  arriving  at  the 
ports  of  New  York,  Boston,  and  Portland,  and  any  other  ports  in  the 
United  States  which  have  been  or  may,  from  time  to  time,  be  specially 
designated  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  and  destined  for 
Her  Britannic  Majesty's  possessions  in  Korth  America,  may  be  en- 
tered at  the  proper  custom-house  and  conveyed  in  transit,  without  the 
payment  of  duties,  through  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  under 
such  rules,  regulations,  and  conditions  for  the  protection  of  the  reve- 
nue as  the  Government  of  the  United  States  may  from  time  to  time 
prescribe;  and  under  like  rules,  regulations,  and  conditions,  goods, 
wares  or  merchandise  may  be  conveyed  in  transit,  without  the  pay- 
ment of  duties,  from  such  possessions  through  the  territory  of  the 
United  States  for  export  from  the  said  ports  of  the  United  States." 

*'  The  ocean  is  free  to  all  men,  and  their  rivers  to  all  their  inhabi- 
tants. •  •  •  Accordingly,  in  all  tracts  of  country  united  under  the 
same  political  society,  we  find  this  natural  right  universally  acknowl- 
edged and  protected  by  laying  the  navigable  rivers  open  to  all  their 
inhabitants.  When  their  rivers  enter  the  limits  of  another  society,  if 
the  right  of  the  upper  inhabitants  to  descend  the  stream  is  in  any  case 
obstructed,  it  is  an  act  of  force  by  a  stronger  society  against  a  weaker, 
condemned  by  the  judgment  of  mankind." 

Report  of  Mr.  Jefferson,  March  18,  1792.    7  Jeff.  Works,  577. 

^'  The  Roman  law,  which,  like  other  municipal  laws,  placed  the  navi- 
gation of  their  rivers  on  the  footing  of  nature,  as  to  their  own  citizens, 
by  declaring  them  public  (flumina  publica  sunt,  hoc  est  populi  Eomani, 
Inst.  2,  t.  1,  §  2),  declare  also  that  the  right  to  the  use  of  the  shores 
was  incident  to  that  of  the  water.    Ibid,j  §§1,3,  4,  5.^^ 

Ih,     7  Jeff.  Works,  580. 

Mr.  Jefferson's  instraotions  of  March  18,  1792,  to  Messrs.  Carmichael  and 
Short,  iiR  to  the  navigation  of  the  Mississippi  River,  and  as  to  riparian 
rights,  are  given  in  1  Am.  State  Papers  (For.  Bel.).  252. 

As  to  title  to*  the  Mississippi,  see  Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams  to  Mr.  De  Onis,  Oct.  31, 
1818.    Supra^  §  5. 
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The  qaestion  of  the  conflicting  rights  of  Spain  and  of  the  United 
States,  in  1804,  to  the  Mississippi  River,  is  discussed  at  great  length 
in  a  correspondence  between  Messrs.  Monroe  and  Armstrong,  minis- 
ters of  the  United  States  to  Spain  and  France,  and  the  Spanish  and 
French  Governments. 

2  Am.  State  Papers  (For.  Bel.),  596,/: 

The  right  to  peacefally  navigate  the  Amazon  Biver  belongs,  in  inter- 
national law,  to  all  maritime  states. 

Bfr.  Maroy,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Trousdale,  Aug.  8,  1853.    MSS.  Inst.,  Brazil. 

^^  I  have  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  I  have  received  a  telegram  from 
the  ministry  of  foreign  relations  of  the  United  States  of  Mexico,  dated 
yesterday  at  the  city  of  Mexico,  in  which  I  am  informed  that  the  com- 
mander of  the  United  States  troops  in  Eoma,  Texas,  says  that  he  has  in- 
structions from  the  War  Department  to  occupy  the  islands  of  Morteritos 
and  Sabinos. 

^<  As  Mexico  has  always  had  possession  of  that  island,  my  Government 
instructs  me  to  request  that  of  the  United  States  of  America  that  mat- 
ters may  remain  in  statu  quo  until  both  Governments  come  to  an  agree- 
ment upon  this  subject. 

^^  A  note  from  this  legation,  having  reference  to  a  circumstance  rela- 
tive to  that  island,  was  sent  to  your  Department  the  13th  of  March  last, 
which  was  answered  by  you  on  the  8th  of  April  following." 

Mr.  Bomero,  Mexican  Minister,  to  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  See.  of  State,  May  24^ 
1884.    MSS.  Notes,  Mez.  Leg.,  For.  Bel.,  1884. 

• 

"  I  have  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  I  have  to-day  received  a  note 
from  the  foreign  office  of  the  United  Mexican  States^  dated  Mexico,  May 
23  ultimo,  in  which  I  am  informed  that  according  to  information  pos- 
sessed by  that  office  the  islands  of  Morteritos  and  Sabinos,  referred  to 
in  my  note  to  your  Department  of  24th  May,  belong  to  Mexico  by  rea- 
son of  having  remained  when  the  dividing  line  between  the  two  coun- 
tries was  laid  down  in  conformity  with  article  o  of  the  boundary  treaty 
of  the  2d  of  February,  1848,  on  the  right  side  of  the  deepest  channel  of 
the  river,  for  which  reason  they  have  since  then  remained  in  the  pos- 
session of  Mexico,  forming  a  part  of  the  municipality  of  Mier,  in  the 
State  of  Tamaulipas. 

'^  It  is  true  that  by  reason  of  a  recent  change  in  the  currents  of  the 
Rio  Bravo  both  of  those  islands  are  now  on  the  left  bank  of  the  greater 
arm  and  deeper  channel  of  the  river ;  but  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Mex- 
ican Government,  the  dividing  line  between  the  two  countries  is  that 
which  was  laid  down  by  the  mixed  commission,  which  met  in  conform- 
ity with  the  treaty  of  February  2,  1848,  there  can  be  no  doubt  with  re- 
spect to  the  legitimate  ownership  of  those  islands. 

*^  I  think  it  unnecessary  to  say  to  you  that  these  islands  are  those 
numbered  12  and  13,  of  which  Maj.  William  H.  Emory,  chief  of  the  bound- 
ary commission  of  the  United  States,  speaks  in  his  report  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  dated  in  this  city  J  n\f  29, 1856,  page  65,  volume  1. 

"  In  view  of  these  facts,  the  Government  of  Mexico  hopes  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  will  recognize  the  right  of  Mexico  to 
those  islands  which  is  derived  from  an  existing  treaty  between  the  two 
countries,  and  from  the  demarkation  of  the  line  made  in  conformity 
with  the  aforesaid  treaty  and  supported  by  an  uninterrupted  possession 
of  nearly  forty  years." 

Mr.  Bomero,  Mexican  Minister,  to  Mr.  FrelinghuyHen,  Sec.  of  State,  Jnne  2, 
18S4.    IMd, 
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"Referrio^  to  the  notes  which  I  addressed  to  your  Department  on 
the  13th  of  March  and  the  24th  of  May  last,  and  on  the  2d  instant,  in 
reference  to  the  islands  of  Morteritos  and  Sabinitos,  in  the  Eio  Grande, 
of  which  Mexico  has  been  in  possession  for  the  reason  that  she  consid- 
ered them  as  an  integral  part  of  her  territory,  I  have  the  honor  to  inform 
you  that  I  have  this  day  received  from  the  department  of  foreign  rela- 
tions of  Mexico  various  documents  showing  the  rights  of  Mexico  to  the 
said  islands.  I  inclose  a  copy  of  the  principal  ones  of  these  documents 
and  of  a  drawing  which  was  sent  as  an  inclosure  to  the  report  of  Engi- 
neer Garfias,  oi  April  19,  1880,  together  with  an  index  showing  their 
dates  and  giving  a  brief  outline  of  their  contents. 

^^It  appears  from  the  said  documents  that  the  aforesaid  islands  were 
to  remain  on  the  right  of  the  deepest  channel  of  the  Rio  Grande,  when 
the  demarkation  of  limits  was  made  according  to  the  treaties  of  Febru- 
ary 2,  1848,  and  December  30,  1853,  belonging  consequently  to  Mexico, 
according  to  the  report  of  Engineer  Ignacio  Garfias  (inclosure  No.  4) ; 
that,  among  various  changes  that  took  place  in  the  bed  of  the  river, 
owing  to  freshets  in  the*  year  1865,  the  island  of  Morteritos  became 
united  to  another  which  was  quite  near  it,  but  the  new  island  remained 
on  the  right  of  the  deepest  channel  of  the  river;  that  Mexicans  were 
the  owners  of  the  island  contiguous  to  the  right  bank,  and  citizens  of 
the  United  States  the  owners  of  the  other,  but  that  when  both  were 
united  all  the  parties  interesced  made  an  agreement  on  the  9th  of  March, 
1874,  before  the  court  at  Mier,  whereby  Mexicans  remained  in  posses- 
sion of  the  whole  island  ;  that  the  island  has  been  in  the  possession  of 
Mexico  since  that  time;  judicial  acts  being  exercised  there,  such  as  the 
establishment  of  a  section  of  vigilance,  and  grain  being  sown  by  Mexi- 
can citizens ;  that  another  change  which  took  place  in  the  deepest  chan- 
nel of  the  Rio  Grande  left  the  island  of  Morteritos  on  the  left  side  of 
the  channel,  and  for  this  reason,  on  the  20th  of  January  last,  several 
armed  persons  from  Roma,  Tex.,  headed  by  W.  W.  Bohorman,  the 
judge  at  Roma,  in  Starr  County,  Texas,  invaded  the  island  of  Morteri- 
tos, destroyed  several  indosures,  drove  out  the  Mexican  owners,  and 
divided  their  property  among  themselves;  and  that  a  short  time  before 
several  residents  of  Roma  had  appealed  to  the  judicial  authorities  of 
Texas,  requesting  them  to  declare  that  the  island  belonged  to  them  by 
accession. 

"I  shall  not  now  stop  to  speak  of  the  incident  relative  to  private 
property  on  the  island  of  Morteritos,  which,  as  api)ears  from  the  in- 
closed document,  was  declared  to  belong  to  Dona  Guadalupe  Garcia, 
according  to  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  justice  of  Mexico, 
dated  October  24,  183G,  because  in  this  note  I  am  sim])ly  endeavoring 
to  demonstrate  its  nationality;  that  is  to  say,  that  it  forms  a  i)art  of 
the  territory  of  Mexico. 

"Without  prejudice  to  the  subsequent  transmission  to  you  of  the 
report  of  the  engineer  who  has  been  sent  by  the  Government  of  Mexico 
to  the  Rio  Grande  to  make  a  study  of  this  subject  on  the  spot,  together 
with  such  other  data  as  I  may  hereafter  receive  from  my  Government, 
I  have  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  the  department  of  foreign  relations 
of  the  United  States  of  Mexico  has  informed  me,  by  a  note  bearing 
date  of  the  28th  of  May  last,  that — 

"  'In  the  inclosed  documents  there  are  irrefutable  and  full  data,  show- 
ing unmistakably  the  right  of  eminent  domain  of  Mexico  to  the  island 
of  Morteritos,  among  them  the  survey  and  the  sounding  made  by  our 
consul  at  Rio  Grande  City,  the  agreement  made  by  the  inhabitants  of 
the  two  countries  before  the  court  at  Mier  with  regsurd  to  the  posses- 
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sion  of  the  land  on  the  island,  the  report  of  Engineer  Garfias,  and  the 
fact  that  a  section  of  vigilance  was  established  on  the  island  without 
any  attempt  having  hitherto  been  made  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  to  exercise  jurisdiction  on  that  island,  or  to  interfere 
with  that  of  the  Mexican  authorities.' 

"In  view  of  these  considerations,  the  Government  of  Mexico  instructs 
me  'to  request  that  of  the  United  States  to  issue  the  necessary  orders 
to  the  end  that  the  free  action  of  the  Mexican  authorities  on  that  island 
may  not  be  obstructed.' " 

Mr.  Romero,  Mexican  Minister,  to  Mr.  Frelinghaysen,  Sec.  of  State,  Jano  12, 

1884 ;  im. 
For  the  papers  submitted  witb  this  note  by  the  Mexican  Minister  in  snpport  of 

the  claim  of  his  Government,  see  For.  Rel.,  1884,  pp.  382-393. 

"Your  notes  of  the  13th  of  March,  24th  of  May,  and  2d  and  12th  of 
June,  of  the  present  year,  have  presented  the  question  of  the  disputed 
ownership  of  two  islands  in  the  Eio  Bravo,  near  Eoma,  Tex.  This 
question  has  received  the  careful  consideration  due  to  its  importance, 
and  I  have  now  the  honor  to  acquaint  you  with  the  reply  of  this  Gov- 
ernment to  the  representations  made  on  behalf  of  that  of  Mexico,  and 
especially  to  the  detailed  case  presented  with  your  note  of  12th  June. 

^'The  two  islands,  as  you  state,  are  known  in  Spanish  as  Morteritos 
and  Sabinitos.  and  in  your  note  of  the  2d  of  June  it  is  assumed  that 
they  are  the  islands  designated  as  Nos.  12  and  13  at  the  time  of  the 
original  survey. 

"This  is,- however,  incorrect  of  Sabinitos  Island,  which  appears  in 
the  maps  of  the  original  survey  made  by  the  boundary  commission  in 
1853  as  No.  14,  and  is  therein  credited  to  Mexico.  As  the  papers  sub- 
mitted by  you  show  no  question  of  importance  affecting  the  island  of 
Sabinitos  (No.  14)  it  may  be  laid  aside  for  the  present. 

"The  question  seems  to  be  confined  to  the  island  known  as  Morteritos, 
which  appears  in  the  charts  of  the  boundary  commission  as  Beaver 
Island,  No.  13. 

"This  island  was  formerly  the  most  southerly  and  the  larger  of  two 
pod-shaped  islands  lying  in  a  bend  of  the  river  near  the  Texan  town  of 
Boma.  The  channel,  never  at  any  time  navigable,  which  formerly  sep- 
arated the  two  islands  is  now  dry,  and  the  channel  to  the  northward  of 
the  twin  island  so  formed  is  the  widest,  and  at  the  present  time  the 
deepest  of  the  two  arms  of  the  river. 

"  The  Mexican  claim  to  jurisdiction  rests  briefly  on  the  following 
bases: 

"1.  A  scientific  report  of  the  engineer,  Garfias,  dated  16th  April, 
1880,  which  argues  that  the  present  deepest  channel  to  t&e  northward 
must  always  have  been  the  deepest  (and  therefore  under  the  treaty  of 
Guadalupe-Hidalgo  the  boundary  line  between  the  two  countries)  in 
pursuance  of  an  observed  peculiarity  of  rivers  by  which  the  deepest 
flow  of  water  follows  the  hollow  of  a  curve  in  the  river  bed. 

"2.  Ownership  by  Mexican  citizens,  and  an  agreement  among  said 
owners,  in  March,  1874,  whereby  the  island  of  Morteritos  and  its  accre- 
tions were  confirmed  to  them  under  the  authority  of  Mexico. 

"  The  second  of  these  points  is  to  be  dismissed  forthwith  from  con- 
sideration, for  this  Government  does  not  admit,  nor  if  the  case  were  re- 
versed is  it  to  be  supposed  that  the  Mexican  Government  would  admit, 
the  right  of  alien  owners  of  land  to  transfer,  under  color  of  any  judicial 
agreement  whatsover,  the  territorial  domain  over  their  estates  to  the 
jurisdiction  and  sovereignty  of  the  nation  to  whom  such  individuals 
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owe  allegiaDce.  This  position  is,  moreover,  wholly  opposed  to  the  con- 
tention of  the  Mexican  Government  itself,  that  the  territorial  jurisdic- 
tions established  on  behalf  of  the  respective  parties  to  the  treaty  of 
Guadalnpe-Hidalgo  remain  forever  as  originally  fixed  under  that  com- 
pact, and  are  not  to  be  afifected  by  any  abrupt  changes  in  the  course  of 
the  river  Bravo. 

<^  This  reduces  the  question  to  one  of  simple  fact,  namely,  the  ascer- 
tainment of  the  boundary  channel  fixed  by  the  commissioners  under 
the  treaty  of  Onadalupe-Hidalgo. 

'<  To  the  end  of  ascertaining  that  fact,  an  examination  of  the  original 
records  and  charts  of  the  commissioner  of  survey  has  been  made  by 
Brig.  Gen.  W.  H.  Emory,  of  the  United  States  Army,  under  whose  su- 
pervision, as  commissioner  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  the  original 
survey  an4  determination  of  the  boundary  was  effected. 

<<  That  officer,  under  date  of  the  19th  ultimo,  reports  as  follows: 

«  •  •  •  ]gy  reference  to  original  notes  and  maps  in  State  Depart- 
ment, I  find  Islands  !Nos.  12  and  14  were  assigned  to  Mexico,  and  14, 1 
believe  to  be  .Island  Sabinos  [Sabinitos]  referred  to  by  SeSLor  Bomero. 

<'  Island  Ko.  13  was  assigned  to  the  United  States.  It  is  no  doubt 
the  island  called  by  Senor  Romero  Morteritos,  and  by  me  Beaver  Is- 
land. I  say  of  that  island,  in  my  report,  that  '  the  waters  of  the  Bio 
Grande  are  divided  at  that  point  into  three  parts,  and  the  channel  that 
lies  nearest  to  the  Mexican  shore  is  so  narrow  that  steamers  can  with 
difficulty  pass  through  it,  yet  the  branches,  by  reason  of  their  shallow- 
ness, are  wholly  impassable  for  them.  An  attempt  was  made  by  the 
Mexican  local  authorities  to  arrest  a  steamboat  in  its  passage  through 
the  narrow  channel,  but  the  actual  experience  of  the  navigator  proved 
it  to  be  the  true  channel  and  consequently  the  boundary  between  the 
two  countries. 

*'  It  was  further  agreed  between  the  commissioners  that  in  case  the 
channel  changed,  the  right  of  navigation  should  remain  unimpaired  to 
both  countries,  but  the  jurisdiction  of  the  land  should  remain  as  we 
had  arranged. 

<^  So  far  as  the  question  of  territorial  jurisdiction  in  the  event  of  a 
change  in  the  channel  is  concerned,  the  agreement  of  the  commissioner 
remains  merely  an  expression  of  opinion,  which,  however  valuable  as 
an  enunciation  of  a  theoretical  principle,  has  not  been  confirmed  as 
between  the  two  Governments.  That  of  Mexico  has,  however,  on 
various  occasions,  put  forth  this  principle  as  its  own,  and  a  proposal 
has  been  made  through  your  predecessor,  Senor  Mariscal,  and  through 
you,  to  negotiate  a  formal  conventional  agreement  on  that  basis  in 
settlement  of  disputes  touching  the  true  river  boundary  under  the 
treaty  of  Guadalupe-Hidalgo.  That  proposal  is  now  under .  attentive 
consideration. 

^'As  to  the  original  ownership  of  the  two  islands  known  by  the  United 
States  commission  as  Beaver  Islands,  being  tJie  island  known  to  your 
Government  as  Morteritos,  and  the  smaller  island  lying  parallel  Vith 
Morteritos,  and  to  the  north  of  it,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  they  were 
by  the  survey  assigned  to  the  United  States. 

^'Against  the  actual  record  of  the  commission  (the  original  charts  of 
which  you  have  been  afforded  an  opportunity  of  inspecting  in  person 
in  company  with  General  Emory)  the  speculative  and  scientific  report 
of  Engineer  Garfias  and  his  survey  and  soundings,  made  seventeen 
years  after  the  original  official  determination  of  the  boundary  channel, 
can  have  no  weight  whatever,  being  based  on  an  evidently  changed 
condition  of  things,  whereby  the  old  middle  water-course  between  the 
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two  islands  has  disappeared,  aud  the  most  uortherly  of  the  three  chan- 
nels has  been  deflected  and  deepened  in  the  process  of  time. 

"This  Government  must  deny  the  implication  conveyed  in  your  note 
of  June  12,  and  its  accompaniments,  that  the  United  States  have  tacitly 
acquiesced  in  the  jurisdictional  rights  from  time  to  time  assumed  by 
the  Mexican  local  authorities  over  the  territory  covered  by  the  islands 
in  question.  No  case  in  x>oint  has  arisen  to  call  the  attention  of  this 
Government  to  the  question.  The  owners  of  the  land  were  Mexican 
citizens,  as  it  appears,  and  their  acquiescence  in  the  Mexican  claims  of 
jurisdiction  over  their  land,  although  natural  under  the  circumstances, 
was  wholly  devoid  of  any  confirmatory  power  as  against  the  rights  of 
the  United  States  under  the  treaty.  It  was  not  until  very  recently, 
when  the  action  of  the  Mexican  authorities  of  Mier  developed  a  wholly 
untenable  claim  to  jurisdiction  ever  a  broad  tract  of  low-lying  land  on 
the  United  States  bank  of  the  river,  which  land  it  was  pretended  had 
at  some  time  become  united  with  one  of  the  islands  through  the  filling 
up  of  the  water-way  between  them,  that  a  case  calling  for  investigation 
and  action  was  presented,  involving  also,  as  it  does,  the  question  of  the 
true  ownership  of  the  island  claimed  to  have  been  enlarged  by  the  ac- 
cretion of  United  States  territory.  Th0  rights  of  the  United  States  in 
the  premises  remained,  perhaps,  dormant,  but  without  laehes  on  their 
part,  and,  on  the  issue  being  revived,  those  rights  revive,  too,  in  all 
their  force. 

"  Touching  the  reference  in  your  note  to  the  statement  found  on  page 
65  of  the  lE^port  of  the  Boundary  Survey,  that  ^Islands  Nos.  12  and 
13,  between  Itinggold  Barracks  and  Eoma,  both  fall  to  the  United 
States,'  it  should  be  here  stated  that  the  report  is  erroneous,  through 
a  typographical  mistake.  The  original  charts  and  notes  show  that 
Island  No.  12  is  a  small  island  named  < Green  Key  Island'  on  the 
charts,  situated  in  an  abrupt  bend  of  the  river,  about  half  way  between 
Fort  Ringgold  and  Morteritos  Island.  Island  No.  13,  as  already  shown, 
comprises  the  twin  Beaver  Islands,  whereof  the  larger  and  more  south- 
erly was  calle<l  by  the  Mexicans  Morteritos.  The  island  known  to 
both  parties  as  Sabinitos  (or  Sabinos)  is  marked  No.  14  on  the  chart, 
and  lies  a  short  distance  above  Soma. 

"  In  conclusion  I  have  the  honor  to  inform  you,  in  answer  to  your 
several  notes,  that  the  facts  and  record  of  the  case  warrant  and  de- 
mand that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  shall  regard  its  ter- 
ritorial jurisdiction  over  the  island  of  Morteritos,  otherwise  Beaver 
Island  (No.  13),  as  established  by  the  boundary  commission  under  the 
treaty  of  Guadalupe-Hidalgo,  and,  consequently,  that  the  Mexican 
pretension  to  that  island  and  to  accretions  thereto  from  the  left  or 
United  States  bank  of  the  Bio  Grande  shall  be  denied." 

Mr.  Frelioghaysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Romero,  July  10,  1884.    M8S.  Notes, 
Mexico;  ibid. 

"  By  instruction  No.  650,  of  the  23d  of  April  last,  you  were  ac- 
quainted with  a  dispute  then  lately  arisen  concerning  the  legitimate 
jurisdiction  over  certain  islands  in  the  Bio  Grande  (Bio  Bravo)  near 
Boma,  Tex.,  and  you  were  directed  to  present  the  matter  to  the  Mex- 
ican Government  and  ask  consideration  of  our  just  claim  to  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  premises. 

^'  Since  then  the  Mexican  Government  has  ma<le,  through  Sefior 
Bomero,  under  date  of  June  12  last,  a  counter  complaint,  claiming 
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Morteritos  Island  aa  Mexican  territory,  with  its  accretions,  and  pro- 
testing against  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  exer- 
cise authority  over  that  island. 

"  The  note  of  Mr.  Romero  and  its  inclosures,  being  very  voluminous 
and  not  yet  wholly  translated,  could  not  be  sent  to  you  herewith  with- 
out involving  inconvenient  delay.  Copies  will,  however,  go  to  you  as 
soon  as  possible,  to  complete  your  record. 

'^  The  question  appearing  to  be  one  of  simple  fact,  to  be  settled  by 
the  records  of  the  boundary  commission,  under  the  signatures  of  both 
commissioners,  now  on  file  in  this  Department,  I  requested  the  Se<;re- 
tary  of  War  to  direct  Brig.  Gen.  W.  H.  Emory,  U.  S.  Army,  the  United 
States  commissioner  on  the  original  survey,  to  examine  the  records  and 
charts  thereof.  General  Emory  has  done  so,  Senor  Bomero  having 
had  at  the  same  time  opportunity  to  personally  inspect  the  records 
and  charts.  The  general's  report  removes  all  ground  for  doubt  that 
Morteritos  belongs  to  the  United  States,  under  the  prescriptions  of 
the  treaty  of  Guadalupe-Hidalgo. 

'^  I  have  accordingly  replied  to  the  Mexican  contention  by  a  note  to 
Senor  Eomero,  of  which  I  inclose  a  copy  for  your  information. 

^^  The  question  would  appear  to  have  been  in  part  founded  on  a  case 
of  mistaken  identity,  in  assuming  that  two  small  twin  islands  below 
and  near  to  Koma,  and  separated  at  the  time  of  the  survey  by  a  shal- 
low water-course  now  believed  to  be  filled  up,  were  the  Morteritos  and 
Sabinos  Islands  of  the  Mexican  contention  and  identical  with  islands 
Nos.  12  and  13.  It  seems  clear  that  Sabinitos  (or  Sabinos)  is  a  large 
single  island,  lying  some  distance  above  Boma,  and  is  acknowledged 
Mexican  territory  both  by  the  records  of  the  survey  and  in  the  ab- 
sence, so  far  as  known  here,  of  any  occasion  for  dispute  in  respect 
thereof.  Island  No.  12,  to  which  Senor  Komero  refers  in  one  of  his 
notes  on  the  subject,  lies  lower  down  the  river,  near  Einggold  Bar- 
racks, is  styled  on  the  survey  charts  Green  Key  Island,  and  likewise 
appears  to  belong  to  Mexico  without  dispute. 

<^  It  is  apparently  in  respect  only  of  the  small  twin  islands,  known  on 
charts  both  as  'Beaver  Islands'  and  as  'Island  No.  13,'  that  any  dis- 
pute exists.  The  larger  of  these,  lying  nearest  to  the  Mexican  shore, 
appears  to  be  known  to  the  Mexicans  as  '  Morteritos. '  The  other 
smaller  island  of  the  pair  may  or  may  not  be  locally  known  as  'Sabi- 
nos.' It  bears  no  separate  name  on  thei  charts.  The  fact  is,  however, 
wholly  immaterial,  for  both  the  islands  are  by  the  two  commissioners 
assigned  to  the  United  States. 

''After  reading  my  note  to  Senor  Romero  and  familiarizing  yourself 
with  the  ground  therein  taken,  you  will  seek  a  conference  with  the 
Mexican  secretary  for  foreign  afi'airs  on  the  subject.  You  will  point 
out  to  him  that  under  whichever  aspect  it  be  viewed,  whether  as  rest- 
ing on  a  change  in  the  deepest  channel  subsequent  to  the  assignment 
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of  the  survey,  or  on  the  allegiance  of  the  reputed  Mexican  owners  of 
the  land  and  on  any  agreement  among  them  of  which  the  Mexican 
courts  may  have  taken  cognizance,  the  Mexican  claim  is  completely  at 
variance  with  the  ground  taken  by  the  Mexican  Government  itself,  that 
the  boundary  fixed  by  the  survey  is  definitive,  and  not  to  be  changed. 
You  may  advert  to  the  proposal  made  to  this  Government  by  Mr. 
Bomero  (in  a  note  dated  31st  May),  to  review  the  negotiation  proposed 
in  1875  by  Senor  Mariscal  to  Mr.  Fish  for  a  convention  to  settle  bound- 
ary disputes  growing  out  of  changes  in  the  channel  of  the  Bravo  by 
declaring  that  no  such  change  shall  aflect  the  actual  boundary  fixed  by 
the  survey,  and  you  may  observe  that  this  Government  can  hardly  be 
expected  to  attach  much  weight  to  that  proposition  if,  in  the  first  case 
of  dispute  arising,  the  Mexican  Government  is  found  to  adopt  a  diamet- 
rically opposed  theory.  You  may  also  find  it  convenient  to  advert  to 
the  circumstance,  shown  by  the  inclosures  to  my  ifo.  520,  that  the 
Mexican  owners  claim  the  subsequent  accretions  to  Morteritos  as  be- 
longing to  them,  and,  consequently,  to  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of 
Mexico  also,  and  comment  on  its  untenable  character ;  for  even  if  Mor- 
teritos Island  were  Mexican  territory,  which  the  record  of  the  survey 
shows  it  is  not,  the  annexation  of  United  States  territory  by  accretion 
or  by  change  of  channel  could  not  be  recognized. 

"  You  will  further  point  out  that  in  this  contention  we  have  the  right 
to  deem  ourselves  the  aggrieved  party.  The  Mexican  authorities  at 
Mier  have  assumed  to  exercise  territorial  jurisdiction,  not  merely  over 
the  island  of  Morteritos,  but  ever  part  of  the  territory  of  the  United 
States  which  has  since  accidentally  been  joined  to  that  island  by  the 
closing  of  a  water-way.  Our  effort  to  assert  the  jurisdictional  power  be- 
longing to  us  of  right,  has  been  resented  as  an  unwarrantable  interfer- 
ence and  made  the  occasion  of  a  complaint  which  proves  to  be  baseless. 
Notwithstanding  this,  the  Government  of  the  United  States  promptly 
acceded  to  a  request  of  the  Mexican  minister,  and  directed  its  authori- 
ties on  the  frontier  to  avoid  all  pretext  of  conflict  with  the  Mexican  au- 
thorities until  the  question  of  ownership  should  be  amicably  settled.  In 
communicating  to  the  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury  and  of  War  the  con- 
clusion of  this  Government  that  Morteritos  is  wholly  of  the  domain  of 
the  United  States,  the  request  that  the  officers  of  this  Government  in 
that  quarter  should  continue  to  avoid  forcible  assumption  of  jurisdiction 
has  been  renewed. 

^'  Under  all  these  circumstances,  you  will  formally  ask  that  the  Mex- 
ican Government  forthwith  cease  any  claim  to  territorial  jurisdiction 
over  the  island  of  Morteritos,  and  cause  to  be  duly  respected  the  bound- 
ary line  to  the  south  of  that  island,  and  between  it  and  the  Mexican 
bank,  as  determined  by  the  United  States  and  Mexican  commissioners 
in  the  survey.  ^ 

<<  Upon  the  removal  of  this  question  from  the  field  of  debate,  this  Gov- 
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erDment  will  have  pleasure  in  taking;  up  and  considering  Senor  Maris- 
caPs  original  proposal,  now  revived  by  Senor  Romero,  for  negotiating  a 
formal  convention  in  settlement  of  like  disputes  in  future." 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  St«te,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  Jnly  11,  1884.    M8S.  Instr., 
Mexico;  ibid. 

"  I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  dispatch,  ISo.  609,  July 
11, 1884,  in  regard  to  a  dispute  concerning  the  legitimate  jurisdiction 
over  certain  islands  in  the  Eio  Grande  near  Boma,  Tex.,  and  in  which  I 
was  instructed,  to  ^  formally  ask  that  the  Mexican  Government  forth- 
with cease  any  claim  to  territorial  jurisdiction  over  the  islands  of  Mor- 
teritos,  and  cause  to  be  duly  respected  the  boundary  line  to  the  south 
of  that  island  and  between  it  and  the  Mexican  bank,  as  determined  by 
the  United  States  and  Mexican  commissioners  in  the  survey.' 

'^  I  was  unable  to  obtain  an  interview  with  Sefior  Fernandez  until  the 
31st  ultimo. 

^'  I  then  informed  him  that,  as  he  was  aware,  a  question  had  lately 
arisen  between  our  respective  Governments  concerning  the  legitimate 
jurisdiction  over  certain  islands  in  the  Bio  Grande  (Bio  Bravo)  near 
Boma,  Tex.,  and  the  principal  contention,  and  the  one  to  which  I  would 
at  present  confine  myself,  was  the  island  of  ^  Morteritos,'  the  Mexican 
Government  claiming  that  the  island  with  its  accretions  belongs  to 
Mexico,  while  the  United  States  contends  that  the  island,  or  what  was 
the  island,  forms  part  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States. 

^^  I  said  that  the  boundary  commissioners  a])pointed  under  the  treaty 
of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  placed  this  island  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States,  and  that  it  having  been  joined  by  accretion  to  the  north 
bank  of  the  river,  Mexico  claimed  not  only  the  island  but  the  accre- 
tion referred  to,  and  that  the  Mexican  authorities  at  Mier  had  assumed 
to  exercise  a  jurisdiction  not  merely  over  the  island  but  over  that  part 
of  the  territory  of  the  United  States  which  has  since  been  accidentally 
joined  to  that  island  (Morteritos)  by  the  closing  of  a  waterway. 

<'  I  further  said  that  the  efforts  of  the  United  States  to  assert  juris- 
dictional power  belonging  to  them  of  right  has  been  resented  as  an  un- 
warrantable interference  and  made  the  occasion  of  a  complaint  by 
Mexico  which  proves  to  be  baseless.  ^Notwithstanding  this,  however, 
th«  Government  of  the  United  States  promptly  acceded  to  a  request  of 
the  Mexican  minister  at  Washington,  and  directed  its  authorities  on  the 
frontier  to  avoid  all  pretext  of  conflict  with  the  Mexican  authorities 
until  the  question  of  ownership  should  be  amicably  settled,  and  that 
even  now  in  communicating  to  the  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury  and  of 
War  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  United  States  Government  that 
the  island  was  wholly  the  domain  of  the  United  States,  the  request  had 
been  again  renewed  that  the  officers  of  the  Government  in  that  quarter 
should  continue  to  avoid  forcible  assumption  of  jurisdiction. 

^'  I  further  said  that  the  Mexican  claim  to  jurisdiction  appeared  to 
rest  upon  two  grounds : 

"  1.  A  scientific  report  of  the  engineer,  Garfias,  dated  16th  April, 
1880,  which  argues  that  the  present  deepest  channel  to  the  northward 
must  always  have  l)een  the  deepest  (and  therefore  under  the  treaty  of 
Guadalupe-Hidalgo  the  boundary  line  between  the  two  countries)  in 
pursuance  of  an  observed  peculiarity  of  rivers  by  which  the  deepest 
flow  of  water  follows  the  hollow  of  a  curve  in  the  river  bed. 

^^  2.  Ownership  by  Mexican  citizens,  and  an  agreement  among  said 
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owners  ii*  March,  1874,  whereby  the  islaud  of  Morteritos  and  its  accre- 
tions were  confirmed  to  them  under  the  authority  of  Mexico. 

'^  I  informed  Senor  Fernandez  that  the  second  of  these  points  must 
be  dismissed  from  consideration,  as  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  did  not  admit  the  right  of  owners  of  land  to  transfer  under  color 
of  any  jndicial  agreement  whatever  the  territorial  domain  over  their 
estates  to  the  jurisdiction  and  sovereignty  of  the  nation  to  whom  such 
individuals  owe  allegiance. 

^^I  then  said  that  this  reduced  the  question  to  one  of  simple  fact, 
namely,  the  ascertainment  of  the  boundary  channel  fixed  by  the  com- 
missioners under  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe-Hidalgo.  This,  I  said,  an  I 
had  remarked  before,  was  done  by  the  said  commissioners,  they  having 
placed  the  island,  at  the  time  of  the  survey,  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States. 

"  I  informed  Senor  Fernandez  that  I  had  been  instructed  to  formally 
ask  that  his  Government  forthwith  cease  any  claim  to  territorial  juris- 
diction over  the  island  of  Morteritos,  and  cause  to  be  duly  respected 
the  boundary  line  to  the  south  of  that  islaud  and  between  it  and  the 
Mexican  bank,  as  determined  by  the  United  States  and  Mexican  com- 
missioners in  the  survey. 

^<I  said  to  Senor  Fernandez  that  on  the  31  st  May  last  Senor  Bomero, 
the  Mexican  minister  at  Washington,  had  proposed  to  you  to  revive 
the  proposed  negotiations  made  by  Seilor  Mariscal  to  Mr.  Fish  in  the 
year  1875  for  a  convention  to  settle  boundary  disputes  growing  out  ot 
changes  in  the  channel  of  the  Bravo,  and  declaring  that  no  such  change 
shall  afiect  the  actual  boundary  fixed  by  the  survey. 

*'  I  said  that  upon  the  removal  of  the  question  of  the  island  of  Morteri- 
tos from  the  field  of  debate  I  was  authorized  to  say  that  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  would  have  pleasure  in  considering  Senor  Maris- 
caPs  original  proposition,  which  has  lately  been  renewed  by  Senor  Ro- 
mero, as  above  stated,  for  negotiating  a  formal  convention  for  the  set- 
tlement of  like  disputes  in  future,  but  at  the  present  moment,  however, 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  could  hardly  be  expected  to  at- 
tach much  weight  to  that  proposition  if  in  the  first  case  of  dispute  aris- 
ing the  Mexican  Government  was  found  to  a  adopt  a  diametrically 
opposite  course. 

''  Senor  Fernandez  informed  me  that  the  question  of  the  proprietorship 
of  the  island  of  Morteritos  had  been  submitted  to  the  proper  Depart- 
ment,  and  that  as  soon  as  he  should  receive  a  report  therefrom  he 
would  inform  me  of  the  decision  thereof. 

^^I  suggested  to  him  that  as  the  question  was  one  of  importance  I 
would  l^  glad  to  receive  his  reply  at  as  early  a  date  as  possible. 

'<  Sefior  Fernandez  requested  me  to  transmit  to  him  a  memorandum 
of  the  interview  which  we  had  had  upon  the  subject,  which  I  did  on 
the  day  following  (August  1, 1884),  which  is  substantially  as  reported 
in  the  foregoing. 

"I  have  seen  Senor  Fernandez  upon  several  occasions  since  the  3l8t 
ultimo,  but  he  has  said  nothing  to  me  upon  the  subject  further  than  that 
he  had  received  no  report  from  the  Mexican  authorities  with  reference 
to  the  Island,  and  I  therefore  deem  it  proper  to  let  you  see  that  I  have 
complied  with  your  instructions." 

Mr.  Morgan  to  Mr.  FrelinghuyseD,  Sec.  of  State,  Aug.  11, 1884.  MSS.  Dispatches, 
Mexico;  ibid, 

»*1  have  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  1  received  in  due  time  and 
transmitted  to  my  Government  your  note  of  the  10th  July  last,  in 
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reply  to  those  which  I  addressed  to  the  Department  on  the  13th  of 
March  and  the  24th  of  the  preceding  May,  and  the  2d  and  12th  of 
June,  with  respect  to  the  question  raised  touching  the  ownership  of  the 
islands  of  Morteritos  and  Sabinitos,  situated  in  the  Rio  Bravo. 

''You  were  pleased  to  state  in  the  aforesaid  note  that  the  island  of 
Sabinitos  appeared  marked  as  "No.  14  in  the  maps  of  the  original  sur- 
vey made  by  the  boundary  commission  in  1853,  and  that  it  remained 
on  the  Mexican  side,  for  whicb  reason  there  can  be  no  doubt  thereto, 
and  with  respect  to  the  island  of  Morteritos  or  Beaver  Island  or  Island 
Ko.  13,  you  state: 

''That  the  facts  and  record  of  the  case  warrant  and  demand  that 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  shall  regard  its* territorial  juris- 
diction over  the  island  of  Morteritos,  otherwise  Beaver  Island  (No.  13), 
as  established  by  the  boundary  commission  under  the  treaty  of  Guad- 
alupe-Hidalgo. 

"To  the  end  that  the  Mexican  Government  might  better  examine 
the  bases  presented  by  you  in  order  to  reach  the  conclusions  which 
you '  expressed,  1  solicited,  together  with  General  Emory,  permission 
to  examine  the  original  maps  of  the  mixed  boundary  commission  which 
exist  in  the  Department  of  State,  since  I  could  not  here  consult  the 
copies  existing  in  Mexico. 

"There  appeared  to  be  an  evident  confusion  in  the  name  of  Island 
No.  13,  and  it  did  not  clearly  appear  whether  it  was  or  was  not  the 
island  of  Morteritos. 

"A  careful  examination  on  this  subject  having  been  made  by  my 
Government,  the  President  has  decided  not  to  insist  upon  the  rights 
of  Mexico  over  the  island  of  Morteritos  in  the  supposition  that  it  is 
Island  Np.  13,  or  Beaver  Island. 

"The  bases  of  this  decision  rest  upon  the  stipulations  of  the  fifth 
article  of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe-Hidalgo  of  February  2, 1848,  that  the 
dividing  line  between  our  two  countries  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  Pa«o 
del  Norte  should  be  the  center  of  the  Eio  Grande,  and  that  where  this 
river  had  more  than  one  channel  the  line  should  follow.the  deepest. 
This  circumstance  being  borne  in  mind  by  the  boundary  commission  in 
laying  down  the  line,  the  channel  which  lay  to  the  south  of  Island  No. 
13,  or  Morteritos,  or  Beaver  Island,  left  this  island  upon  the  side  of  the 
United  States. 

"As  this  is  the  basis  presented  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  to  defend  its  rights  to  that  island,  it  thus  recognizes  that  the 
limit  between  the  two  Republics  are  those  fixed  by  the  treaty  of  Guada- 
lupe-Hidalgo, such  as  were  laid  down  by  the  mixed  commission,  with- 
out having  been  altered  by  the  changes  occasioned  by  the  current  of 
the  river,  whether  in  its  margins  or  the  deepest  of  its  channels. 

"  It  is  very  satisfactory  to  me  to  see  that  in  this  important  point  there 
is  an  uniformity  of  views  and  principles  between  our  two  Governments. 

"I  cannot  end  this  note  without  calling  your  attention  to  the  good 
faith  and  justice  of  the  Government  of  Mexico  in  the  present  case,  since 
instead  of  leaving  this  matter  pending,  or  proposing  that  it  should  be 
decided  by  the  treaty  which  it  has  submitted  for  the  consideration  of 
the  United  States,  it  has  acted  with  loyalty  in  recognizing  their  rights 
without  reserve." 

Mr.  Romero,  Mexican  Minister,  to  Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State.  Oct.  9. 
ISH4.     MSS.  Notes,  Mex.  Leg. ;  ibid. 

'^The  Stiite  of  Texas  has  municipal  jurisdiction  under  the  law  of  na- 
tions over  the  Eio  Grande  to  the  middle  of  the  stream,  so  far  as  it 
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divides  Texas  from  Mexico.  This  is  subject  to  such  interuatioual  juris- 
diction as  the  UDited  States  may  have  over  such  waters  uuder  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  to  the  right  of  the  free  use  by 
Mexico  of  the  channel." 

After  quoting  Article  V  of  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo,  the  in- 
struction proceeds  to  say : 

'^  It  may  be  proper  to  add  that  it  has  been  held  in  this  Department 
that  when,  through  the  changing  of  the  channel  of  the  Rio  Grande, 
the  distance  of  an  island  in  the  river  from  the  respective  shores  has 
been  changed,  the  line  adjusted  by  the  commissioners  under  the  treaty 
is  nevertheless  to  remain  as  originally  drawn." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bowen,  Jane  12, 1886.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

When  a  great  river  is  the  boundary  between  two  nations  or  states, 
if  the  original  property  is  in  neither  and  there  be  no  convention  re- 
Rpecting  it,  each  holds  to  the  middle  of  the  stream.  But  where  a  state 
which  is  the  original  proprietor  grants  the  territory  on  one  side  only, 
it  retains  the  river  within  its  own  domains,  and  the  newly-erected  state 
extends  to  the  river  only.  In  such  case  the  lower- water  mark  is  its 
boundary,  whether  the  fluctuations  in  the  stream  result  from  tides  or 
from  an  annual  rise  and  fall. 

Handly  v.  Anthony,  5  Wheaton,  374. 

Where  a  river  forms  the  boundary  between  two  countries,  and  the 
only  access  to  the  adjacent  territories  is  through  such  river,  the  waters 
of  the  whole  river  must  be  considered  as  common  to  both  nations,  for 
all  purposes  of  navigation,  as  a  common  highway.  Hence,  the  mere 
transit  of  a  French  vessel  through  the  waters  of  a  river  which  forms 
the  boundary  between  the  United  States  and  the  territory  of  a  foreign 
Htate,  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  to  such  territory,  cannot  be  taken 
to  subject  the  vessel  to  penalties  imposed  by  the  United  States  upon 
French  vessels  for  entering  their  territory. 

The  ApoUon,  9  Wheaton,  362. 

In  a  disputed  boundary  case,  in  which  a  State  was  held  to  have' own- 
ership of  soil  and  jurisdiction  in  the  bed  of  a  river,  the  bed  of  the  river 
was  defined  to  include  ^'  that  portion  of  its  soil  xjohich  i»  alternately  covered 
and  left  bare  as  there  may  he  an  increase  or  diminution  in  tlie  supply  of 
water  J  and  which  is  adequate  to  contain  it  at  its  average  and  mean  stooge 
during  the  entire  year^  without  reference  to  the  extra^ordinary  freshets 
of  the  tointer  or  spring^  or  the  extreme  droughts  of  the  summer  or  au- 
tumn.^ 

It  was  also  held  that  in  places  where  the  bank  was  not  defined,  the 
line  must  be  continued  up  the  river  on  the  line  of  its  bed,  as  defined 
above. 

State  of  Alabama  r.  State  of  Qeorgia,  23  Howard,  505. 
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Where  a  river  is  the  boundary  between  two  nations,  it  continaes 
so  notwithstanding  accretion  and  decretion  of  its  banks;  but  if  it  vio- 
lently leave  its  bed,  the  latter  remains  the  boundary. 

8  Op.,  176,  Cnahing,  1856. 

When  a  riyeria  in  the  territory  of  a  partionlar  state,  then  the  public  control  of 
the  entire  river  and  JnriBdiction  of  offenses  committed  on  it,  belong  properly  to  snoh 
state.  On  this  topic  Holtzendorff,  Enc.  1223,  cites  Wnrm,  Briefo  fiber  die  Freihdt 
der  Flnssschiffahrt,  1858 ;  Caratheodory,  Dn  droit  int.  concemant  les  grands  conis 
d'eau,  1^1 ;  Engelhard,  Da  regime  conventional  des  flenves,  1870.  By  the  treaty  of 
Versailles,  of  1783,  by  which  the  independence  of  the  United  States  was  recognized, 
it  was  provided  in  article  8,  that '  the  navigation  of  the  river  Mississippi  shall  for- 
ever remain  free  and  open  to  the  snbjects  of  Great  Britain,  and  the  citizens  of  the 
United  States.'  Bnt  the  United  States  having  pnrchased  Louisiana,  on  April  30, 1803, 
from  France,  and  Florida  from  Spain,  on  Febmary  22,  1819,  acqnired  x>os8e8sion  of 
the  banks  on  both  sides  of  the  Mississippi,  and  the  treaty  of  Ghent,  of  December  24, 
1814,  no  doubt  for  this  reason,  omitted  all  reference  to  the  rights  of  British  subjects 
to  the  navigation  of  the  river.  Since  then  the  exclusive  control  of  the  river  by  the 
United  States,  so  far  as  concerns  foreign  states,  has  been  conceded  intemationaUy ; 
though,  subject  to  police  supervision  and  to  the  tight  to  impose  pilotage  and  quar- 
antine regulations,  the  free  navigation  of  this  and  of  other  navigable  rivers  within 
the  United  States  is,  by  the  law  of  nations,  accepted  by  the  United  States,  open  toaU 
ships  of  foreign  sovereigns.  The  right  freely  to  navigate  the  Saint  Lawrence,  was  for 
many  years  the  subject  of  controversy  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States ; 
the  United  States  insisting  on  the  right  of  free  passage  over  this  river,  the  lakes  by 
which  it  is  fed  being  in  large  part  bounded  by  the  United  States.  This  right,  how- 
ever, was  resisted  by  Great  Britain.  '  It  is  difficult  to  deny,'  says  Sir  R.  Phillimore 
(Phil.  Int.  Law,  3d  ed.,  245),  '  that  Great  Britain  may  have  grounded  her  refusal  upon 
strict  law ;  but  it  is  at  least  equally  difficult  to  deny,  first,  that  in  so  doing  she  put  in 
force  an  extreme  and  hard  law ;  secondly,  that  her  conduct  with  respect  to  the  navi- 
gation of  the  Saint  Lawrence  was  inconsistent  with  her  conduct  with  respect  to  the 
navigation  of  the  Mississippi.  On  the  ground  that  she  possessed  a  small  tract  of  domain 
in  which  the  Mississippi  took  its  rise,  she  insisted  on  her  right  to  navigate  the  entire  vol- 
ume of  it8  waters ;  on  the  ground  that  she  possessed  both  banks  of  the  Saint  Lawrence 
where  it  disembogued  itself  into  the  sea,  she  denied  to  the  Unit.ed  States  the  right  to 
navigation,  though  about  one-half  of  the  waters  of  Lakes  Ontario,  Erie,  Huron,  and 
Superior,  and  the  whole  of  Lake  Michigan,  through  which  the  river  flows  were  the 
property  of  the  United  States.'  The  question,  however,  was  settled  with  the  with- 
drawal, in  the  reciprocity  treaty  of  June  5, 1854,  of  the  exclusive  claims  of  Great 
Britain.  This  treaty,  it  is  true,  ceased  to  exist  on  January  18,  1865,  by  action  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  in  pursuance  of  a  right  leserved  in  this  treaty  ;  but 
the  exclusive  navigation  of  the  river  has  not  since  then  been  insisted  on  by  Great 
Britain."    Whart.  Com.  Am.  Law,  and  see,  also,  Lawrence's  Wheaton,  n.  114,  p.  361. 

As  regulating  rights  to  navigable  rivers,  see  treaties  of  the  United  States  with  Ar- 
gentine Confederation,  10  U.  S.  Stat,  at  L.,  1005 ;  with  Mexico,  i5.,  1031 ;  with  Bolivia, 
12  ih,y  1003  ;  with  Paraguay,  ih,,  1091. 

Mr.  Field  (International  Code,  $  55)  states  the  rule  as  follows : 

'^A  nation,  and  its  members,  through  the  territories  of  which  runs  a  navigable  river, 
have  the  right  to  navigate  the  river  to  and  from  the  high  seas,  even  though  passing 
through  the  territory  of  another  nation,  subject,  however,  to  the  right  of  the  latter 
nation  to  make  necessary  or  reasonable  police  regulations  for  its  own  peace  and  safety. 
Message  of  President  Grant  to  the  Congress  of  the  TTiiited  States,  Deceni1>er,  1870, 
and  treaties  there  cited.'' 

**  By  the  Roman  law  a  free  passage  is  given  to  all  parties  over  all  navigable  rivers 
with  the  use  of  the  shore  (jus  littoris)  for  unloading  cargo  and  anchoring  vessels,    (i, 
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i-f>,  iDSt.,  ii,  1.)  A  distinctioQy  however,  -was  taken betweeu  tlie  sea,  wLich  wan  ''  re^ 
commanes"  and  navigable  rivers,  which  were  ^^res  publicae."  The  same  view  wan 
taken  by  Grotins  (Lib.  II,  c.  ii,  $  12),  bnt  the  great  weight  of  aathority  since  Vattel 
is  that  the  state  through  which  a  river  flows  is  to  be  the  sole  Judge  of  the  right  of 
foreigners  to  the  use  of  such  river.     Wheat.  Int.  Law,  i,  229 ;  Vattel,  I,  i,  $  292. 

'*  On  the  other  hand,  when  the  free  navigation  of  a  river  is  conceded,  this  carries  with 
it  the  right  to  use  the  shores  so  far  as  this  is  necessary  to  the  use  of  the  river.  Phil., 
Hi  9np.,  i,  225 ;  Wheat.  Hist,  of  Law  of  Nat.,  510."    Whart.  Com.  Am.  Law,  $  191. 

"  When  a  iiavigable  river  forms  the  boundary  between  between  two 
states,  both  are  presumed  to  have  free  use  of  it,  and  the  dividing  line 
will  run  in  the  middle  of  the  channel,  unless  the  contrary  is  shown  b}' 
long  occupancy  or  agreement  of  the  parties.  If  a  river  changes  its 
bed,  the  line  through  the  old  channel  continues,  but  the  equitable  right 
to  the  free  use  of  the  stream  seems  to  belong,  as  before,  to  the  state 
whose  territory  the  river  has  forsaken. 

*'*'  When  a  river  rises  within  the  bounds  of  one  state  and  empties  into 
the  sea  in  another,  international  law  allows  to  the  inhabitants  of  the 
upper  waters  only  a  moral  claim  or  imperfect  right  to  its  navigation. 
We  see  in  this  a  decision  based  on  strict  views  of  territorial  right,  which 
does  not  take  into  account  the  necessities  of  mankind  and  their  desti- 
nation to  hold  intercourse  with  one  another.  When  a  river  affords  to 
an  in  land  state  the  only^  or  the  only  convenient  means  of  access  to  the 
ocean  and  to  the  rest  of  mankind,  its  right  becomes  so  strong,  that  ac- 
cording to  natural  justice  possession  of  territory  ought  to  be  regarded 
as  a  far  inferior  ground  of  right." 

Woolaey,  J  58. 

"  Where  the  entire  upper  portion  of  a  navigable  river  is  included  within 
a  single  state,  the  part  so  inclosed  is  undoubtedly  the  property  of  such 
state.  Where  a  navigable  river  forms  the  boundary  of  conterminous 
states,  the  middle  o^  the  channel — the^fiXum  aquae  or  thalweg— is  gen- 
erally taken  as  the  line  of  their  separation,  the  presumption  of  law  be- 
ing that  the  right  of  navigation  is  common  to  them  both.  But  this 
presumption  may  be  rebutted  or  destroyed  by  actual  proof  of  the  ex- 
clusive title  of  one  of  the  riparian  proprietors  to  the  entire  river.  Such 
title  may  have  been  acquired  by  prior  occupancy,  purchase,  cession, 
treaty,  or  any  one  of  the  modes  by  which  other  public  territory  may  be 
acquired.  But  where  the  river  not  only  separates  the  conterminous 
states,  but  also  their  territorial  jurisdictions,  the  thalweg,  or  middle 
current,  forms  the  line  of  separation  through  the  bays  and  estuaries 
through  which  the  waters  of  the  river  flow  into  the  sea.  As  a  general 
rule,  this  line  runs  through  the  middle  of  the  deepest  channel,  although 
it  may  divide  the  river  and  its  estuaries  into  two  very  unequal  parts. 
But  the  deeper  channel  may  be  less  suited,  or  totally  unfit,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  navigation,  in  which  case  the  dividing  line  would  be  in  the 
middle  of  the  one  best  suited  and  ordinarily  used  for  that  object.  The 
division  of  the  islands  in  the  river  and  its  bays  would  follow  the  same 
rule." 

1  Halleck  Int.  Law  (by  Baker),  146. 

Portions  of  the  correspondence  with  Great  Britain  in  1824-'27,  as  to  the  river  St. 

Lawrence,  will  be  found  in  the  British  and  Foreign  State  Papers  for  1831-32, 

vol.  19,  309. 
For  notices  of  the  free  navigation  of  the  Mississippi,  the  St.  Lawrence,  the 

Plata,  the  Amazon,  the  Scheldt,  the  Congo,  and  the  Niger,  see  Schuyler's 

Am.  Diplomacy,  chapter  vi ;  and  see  also  report  on  free  navigation,  Honse 

Rep.  Xo.  ^5,  31st  Cong.,  Ist  sess. 
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For  Aiu«?rican  ami  BritiHli  i)afM*r8]»rcpared  in  negotijitioiisof  l8'J!L'--'<i'.J.sev  Snijitc 
Ex.  Doc.  Ko.  yJG,  18tli  Coug.,  'M  seuu. ;  5  Am.  State  Pap.  (For.  ReL),  r»7l. ;  74. 

As  to  Amazon  Ri  vit,  nee  meiuoriul  of  Lieut.  Maury  on  free  navigation  of,  Iloutie 
(Misc.)  Doc.  No.  '22f  :i3d  Cong.,  1st  seas. 

As  to  Amoor  River^  and  papers  as  to  explorations  of,  see  Honse  Ex.  Doc.  No.  96, 
35th  Cong.  1st  sess. 

An  article  by  M.  £.  Engelhardt,  on  neutrality  in  relation  to  ^'flenves  inter- 
nation  aux  et  aux  cananx  maritimes,"  is  given  in  Revue  de  Droit  Int., 
1886,  No.  2, 159. 

As  to  admiralty  jurisdiction  over  rivers,  see  infra,  $  35a. 

As  to  Congo  River,  see  infraf  $  51. 

By  the  treaty  of  April  9,  1855,  the  Argentine  Republic  conceded 
the  free  navigation  of  the  rivers  Parana  and  Urngnay,  sach  ^^  free  navi- 
gation"   *    *    belonging  ^^  to  the  merchant  vessels  of  all  nations." 

By  a  treaty  of  February  4, 1859  (proclaimed  March  12, 1860),  the  free 
navigation  of  the  Paraguay,  so  far  as  belonging  to  the  Republic  of  Para- 
guay, is  gradted  by  Paraguay  to  the  United  States. 

Bolivia,  by  the  treaty  of  May  13«  1858  (proclaimed  January  8, 1883), 
graiUts  to  the  United  States  similar  privileges  as  to  the  La  Plata  and 
the  Amazon. 

As  to  the  Amazon,  whose  waters  flow  through  Pern,  Ecuador,  and 
Bolivia,  the  following  is  to  be  observed :  Peru,  by  its  treaty  of  July  26, 
1851,  gives  to  the  United  States,  as  to  the  Amazon,  the  privileges  of  the 
most  favored  nation,  which  carries  the  privileges  of  free  navigation 
granted  by  Peru  to  Brazil.  Ecuador,  in  1853,  decrees  free  navigation 
of  its  rivers,  which  include  the  affluents  of  the  Amazon.  The  same 
rights  are  granted  by  Bolivia  to  the  United  States  by  the  treaty  of  May 
13,  1858,  above  noticed.    See  infra,  §§  40, 157, 321. 

'*As  to  the  Peruvian  tributaries  of  .the  Amazon,  a  controversy  arose 
between  the  United  States  and  Peru.  By  the  treaty  between  those 
powers,  of  26th  July,  1851,  it  is  agreed  that  there  shall  be  <  reciprocal 
liberty  of  commerce  and  navigation  between  their  respective  territories,' 
and  that  Hhe  citizens  of  either  may  frequent  with  their  vessels  all  the 
coasts,  ports,  and  places  of  the  other  where  foreign  commerce  is  per- 
mitted,' and  shall  have  ^  full  liberty  to  trade  in  all  parts  of  the  territories 
of  either ' ;  and  each  agrees  ^  not  to  grant  any  favor,  privilege,  or  immu- 
nity whatever,  in  matters  of  commerce  and  navigation,  to  other  nations 
which  shall  not  be  immediately  extended,  to  the  citizens  of  the  other 
contracting  party.'  On  the  23d  October  following,  Peru  made  a  treaty 
with  Brazil  to  regiTlate  the  navigation  of  the  Amazon  and  its  tributaries, 
in  which  it  is  agreed  that  vessels  of  either  country,  passing  to  or  from 
portions  of  the  other  on  that  river  or  its  tributaries,  shall  be  subject  only 
to  reciprocal  duties,  such  as  either  nation  lays  on  its  own  products. 
The  United  States  contended  that  this  treaty  came  within  theopenition 
of  the  reciprocal  clause  of  the  treaty  of  the  26th  July,  1851,  and  gave 
to  our  commerce  the  same  right  in  the  Peruvian  tributaries  of  the 
Amazon  with  Brazilian  commerce." 

Dana's  Wheaton,  $  205,  Dote  118. 

By  a  decree  taking  effect  September  7, 1867,  Brazil  opened  the  Am- 
azon to  foreign  commerce,  and  the  same  course  was  taken  by  Peru,  on 
December  17,  1868.    Infra,  §  157. 

"  By  the  treaty  of  December  30, 1853,  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  navigation  is  made  free  to  vessels  of  the  United  States  to 
and  from  their  own  territory,  through  the  Colorado  and  the  Gulf  of 
Galifornia,  and  through  the  Mexican  part  of  the  Bio  Grande  below  lati- 
tude 310  47'  30^'." 

Dana's  Wheaton,  $  205,  note  118. 
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The  Congress  of  Vienna  of  1815,  in  a  large  measure  under  the  infln- 
ence  of  Baron  Humboldt,  laid  down  the  following  rules: 

(1)  Navigation  for  the  purpose  of  trade  is  not  to  be  interdicted  to  any 
person  on  such  navigable  waters  as  traverse  the  territory  of  several  states, 
this  being  conditioned  on  their  conformity  to  local  police  regulations. 

(2)  Tariffs  for  this  purpose  are  to  be  established  on  a  uniform  and 
permanent  basis  (fagon  uniforme  et  invariable)  and  in  snch  a  way  as 
not  to  prevent  trade. 

(3)  The  rights  of  "  ancrage,''  of  "  nolis,"  and  of  "  reldehe  forc^e,''  etc., 
to  be  abolished. 

(4)  Each  state  will  undertake  such  works  as  are  useful  in  improving 
navigation. 

(5)  '^  Bureaux  de  perception  "  to  be  confined  to  such  action  as  is  strictly 
necessary, 

(6)  Frontier  customs  offices  are  to  be  so  conducted  as  not  unnecessa- 
rily to  impede  navigation. 

The  vagueness  of  these  rules  has  led  to  many  questions,  which  have 
been  more  or  less  solved  by  conventions  between  the  parties  in  interest. 

2  Flore,  Droit  iDt.  (2d  ed.,  1885,  translated  by  Antoiue),  $  761.  Fiore  proceeds 
to  discuss  in  much  detail  the  general  rules  of  international  law  in  respect 
to  navigable  rivers. 

\l.^LAKE8  AND  INLAND  SEAS. 

§  31. 

The  right  and  title  to  the  shores  of  the  Great  Lakes  is  in  the  sev- 
eral States,  and  not  in  the  United  States. 

6  Op.,  172,  Gushing,  1853. 

As  to  conventions  with  Great  Britain  in  respect  to  the  great  North  American 
lakes,  see  infra,  $  150. 

An  inland  sea  or  lake  belongs  to  the  state  in  which  it  is  territorially 
sitnated.  As  illustrations  may  be  mentioned  the  inland  lakes,  whose 
entire  body  is  within  the  United  Stares,  and  the  Sea  of  Azov.  Those 
portions  of  the  sea  which  are  bounded  by  several  European  states 
were  at  one  time  claimed  to  belong  in  common  to  the  states  by  which 
they  are  bounded  ;  but  this  claim  is  not  now  allowed.  The  fact  that 
both  shores  of  an  arm  of  the  sea,  as  in  the  case  with  Magellan's  Straits, 
have,  subsequent  to  its  adoption  as  a  public  highway,  been  under  the 
possession  of  a  single  power,  does  not  change  its  public  character. 
Nor,  it  is  now  finally  settled,  can  a  strait  which  separates  two  or  more 
countries  [e.  <;.,  the  British  Channel  or  the  Sound)  be  placed  under 
their  joint  control,  so  as  to  put  other  countries  at  a  disadvantage.  A 
distinctive  rule  has  been  adopted  in  reference  to  the  Dardanelles  and 
the  Bosphorns,  which,  even  in  times  of  peace,  are  closed  to  the  ships 
of  war  of  all  European  nations,  a  rule  only  deviated  from  in  cases  of 
peculiar  courtesy.  Since  1871,  the  merchant  ships  of  all  nations  have 
equal  rights  on  the  Black  Sea. 

Whart.  Com.  Am.  Law,  (  192;  Woolsey,  $  57;  and  see,  also,  Holtzendorff,  Enc. 
1'222,  referring  to  Twiss's  *•  Territorial  Waters  "  in  the  Nautical  Magazine, 
1678 ;  Stork,  Jarisdiktion  in  KUstengewassem. 

Under  the  treaty  of  Paris  of  1856,  the  Black  Sea  is  neutralized,  and  by  a  sub- 
sequent convention  Russia  and  Turkey  limited  their  naval  force  on  the 
Black  Sea.  By  a  treaty  of  March  13,  1871,  it  is  provided  that  "  the  Black 
Sea  reniniiiR  open,  as  bererofore,  to  tbe  mercantile  marine  of  all  nations.^' 
For  a  Bimciiication  of  treaties  referring  to  Turkey  and  the  Black  Sea,  see 
PhilL,  op,  ei^.,  295  jf.    As  to  neutralization  see  tn/ra,  $  40. 

As  to  the  North  American  lakes  in  respect  to  treaty  limitations,  seo  infra,  $  40. 
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VII.  MARGINAL  BELT  OF  SEA. 
§  32. 

^'  The  greatest  distance  to  which  any  respectable  assent  among  na- 
tions has  been  at  any  time  given,  has  been  the  extent  of  the  human 
sight,  estimated  at  upwards  of  twenty  miles,  and  the  smallest  distance, 
I  believe,  claimed  by  any  nation  whatever,  is  the  utmost  range  of  a  can- 
non ballj  usually  stated  at  one  sea  league.  •  •  •  The  character  of 
our  coast,  remarkable  in  considerable  parts  of  it  for  admitting  no  ves- 
sels of  size  to  pass  near  the  shores,  would  entitle  us,  in  reason,  to  as 
broad  a  margin  of  protected  navigation  as  any  nation  whatever." 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Genet,  Nov.  8,  1793.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg; 
1  Am.  State  Pap.  (For.  ReL),  183  ;  1  Wait's  Am.  St.  Pap.,  195. 

The  limit  of  one  sea  league  from  shore  is  provisionally  adopted  as 
that  of  the  territorial  sea  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  the  Minister  of  Great  Britain,  Not.  8,  1793. 

MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg.     (See,  also,  letter  to  District  Attorneys,  Not.  10, 

1793.    MSS.  Dom.  Let.) 
As  to  lines  between  head  lands,  see  wpray  $$  ^,  38 ;  as  to  bays,  aupraj  $  28. 

^*  Our  jurisdiction  has  been  fixed  (at  least  for  the  purpose  of  regulat- 
ing the  conduct  of  the  Government  in^regard  to  any  events  arising  out  of 
the  repsent  European  war)  to  extend  three  geographical  miles  (or  nearly 
three  and  a  half  English  miles)  from  our  shores,  with  the  exception  of 
any  waters  or  bays  which  are  so  land-locked  as  to  be  unquestionably 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  be  their  extent  what  they 
may.^' 

Mr.  Pickering,  Sec.  of  State,  to  GfoT.  of  Va.,  Sept.  2,  1796.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

^^  The  President  (Mr.  Jefferson,  in  an  informal  conversation)  men- 
tiened  a  late  act  of  hostility  committed  by  a  French  privateer  near 
Charleston,  S.  0.,  and  said  we  ought  to  assume,  as  a  principle,  that  the 
neutrality  of  our  territory  should  extend  to  the  Gulf  Stream,  which  was 
a  natural  boundary,  and  within  which  we  ought  not  to  sufi;er  any  hos- 
tility to  be  committed.  Mr.  Gaillard  observed  that  on  a  former  occasion 
in  Mr.  Jefferson^s  correspondence  with  Genet,  and  by  an  actof  Oonfrress 
at  that  period,  we  had  seemed  only  to  claim  the  usual  distance  of  three 
miles  from  the  coast ;  but  the  President  replied  that  he  had  then  assumed 
that  principle  because  Genet,  by  his  intemperance,  forced  us  to  fix  on 
some  point,  and  we  were  not  then  prepared  to  assert  the  claim  of  juris- 
diction to  the  extent  we  are  in  reason  entitled  to ;  but  he  had  taken  care 
to  reserve  this  subject  for  future  consideration  with  a  view  to  this  same 
doctrine  for  which  he  now  contends." 

1  J.  Q.  Adams's  Mem.,  376-7. 

^^  There  could  surely  be  no  pretext  for  allowing  less  than  a  mariDe 
league  from  the  shore,  that  being  the  narrowest  allowance  found  in  any 
authorities  on  the  law  of  nations.  If  any  nation  can  fairly  claim  a 
greater  extent  the  United  States  have  pleas  which  cannot  be  rejected; 
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and  if  any  nation  is  more  particularly  bonnd  by  its  own  example  not  to 
control  our  claim,  Great  Britain  must  be  so  by  the  extent  of  her  own 
claims  to  jurisdiction  on  the  seas  which  surround  her.  It  is  hoped^  at 
leaest,  that  within  the  extent  of  one  league  you  will  be  able  to  obtain  an 
effectual  prohibition  of  British  ships  of  war  from  repeating  the  irregu- 
larities which  have  so  much  vexed  our  commerce  and  provoked  the 
public  resentment,  and  against  which  an  article  in  your  instructions 
emphatically  provides.  It  cannot  be  too  earnestly  pressed  on  the 
British  Government  that  in  applying  the  remedy  copied  from  regula- 
tions heretofore  enforced  against  a  violation  of  the  neutral  rights  of 
British  harbors  and  coasts,  nothing  more  will  be  done  than  what  is 
essential  to  the  preservation  of  harmony  between  the  two  nations.  In 
no  case  is  the  temptation  or  the  facility  greater  to  ships  of  war  for  an- 
Doying  our  commerce  than  in  their  hovering  on  our  coasts  and  about 
our  harbors;  nor  is  the  national  sensibility  in  any  case  more  justly  or 
more  highly  excited  than  by  such  insults.  The  communications  lately 
made  to  Mr.  Monroe,  with  respect  to  the  conduct  of  British  commanders 
even  within  our  own  waters,  will  strengthen  the  claim  for  such  an 
arrangement  on  this  subject,  and  for  such  new  orders  from  the  British 
Government  as  will  be  a  satisfactory  security  against  future  causes  of 
•complaint." 

Mr.  MadiBon,  Sec.  of  State,  ta  Messrs.  Monroe  and  Pinkney,  Feb.  3, 1807.  MBS. 
Instrno.  to  Ministers. 

^*  The  right  of  a  government  to  seize  a  vessel  within  its  own  jurisdic- 
tion for  an  actual  or  presumed  violation  of  the  laws  and  to  bring  her 
to  a  trial  before  the  competent  tribunal  cannot  be  denied." 

Mr.  Gallatin,  minister  at  Paris,  to  Baron  Pasqaier,  minister  of  foreign  affairs, 
June  28, 1821 ;  2  Gallatin's  Writings,  186. 

*^  A  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  beyond  the  distance  of  a  marine  league 
firom  the  shore,  is  regarded  as  part  of  the  territory  of  the  nation  to  which 
she  belongs,  and  subjected  exclusively  to  the  jurisdiction  of  that  nation." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Lord  Ashbnrton,  Ang.  1, 1842;  MSS.  Notes  Gr. 
Brit. ;  6  Webster's  Works,  306;  Whart.  Conf.  of  Laws,  $  356. 

^*  The  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  a  nation  extends  to  the  ports,  harbors, 
bays,  mouths  of  rivers,  and  adjacent  parts  of  sea  inclosed  by  headlands, 
aud,  also,  to  the  distance  of  a  marine  league,  or  as  far  as  a  cannon-shot 
will  reach  from  the  shore  along  all  its  coasts."  Within  these  limits  the 
sovereign  of  the  mainland  may  arrest,  by  due  process  of  law,  alleged 
offenders  on  board  of  foreign  merchant  ships. 

Mr.  Bachanan,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jordan,  Jan.  23, 1849.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

^^This  Oovernment  adheres  to,  recognizes,  and  insists  upon  the  princi- 
ple that  the  maritime  jurisdiction  of  any  nation  covers  a  fuU  marine 
league  from  its  coast,  and  that  acts  of  hostility  or  of  authority  within  a 
nmrine  league  of  my  foreign  qountry  by  oaval  oi&Qtm  of  the  United 
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States  are  strictly  prohibited,  and  will  bring  upon  sach  officer  the  dis- 
pleasure of  this  Government." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Welles,  Sec.  of  the  Navy,  Aug.  4,  1862.    MSS. 

Dom.  Let. 
See,  further,  Mr.  Seward  to  Mr.  Welles,  Oct.  10,  1862.     Ibid. 

<^  The  undersigned  would  observe,  in  the  iirst  place,  that  thei*e  are 
two  principles  bearing  on  the  subject  which  are  universally  a<loiitted, 
namely,  first,  that  the  sea  is  open  to  all  nations,  and  secondly,  that 
there  is  a  portion  of  the  sea  adjacent  to  every  nation  over  which  the 
sovereignty  of  that  nation  extends  to  the  exclusion  of  every  other  polit- 
ical authority. 

'^  A  third  principle  bearing  on  the  subject  is  also  well  established, 
namely,  that  this  exclusive  sovereignty  of  a  nation,  thus  abridj^ing  the 
universal  liberty  of  the  seas,  extends  no  farther  than  the  power  of  the 
nation  to  maintain  it  by  force,  stationed  on  the  coast,  extends.  This 
principle  is  tersely  expressed  in  the  maxim  Terrce  dominium  finitur  ubi 
Unitur  wrmarum  vis. 

*<  But  it  must  always  be  a  matter  of  uncertainty  and  dispute  at  what 
point  the  force  of  arms  ex:erted  on  the  coast  can  actually  reach.  The 
publicists  rather  advanced  towards  than  reached  a  solution  when  they 
laid  down  the  rule  that  the  limit  of  the  force  is  the  range  of  a  cannon-* 
ball.  The  range  of  a  cannon-ball  is  shorter  or  longer  according  to  the 
circumstances  of  projection,  and  it  must  be  always  liable  to  change  with 
the  improvement  of  the  science  of  ordnance.  Such  uncertainty  upon  a 
point  of  jurisdiction  or  sovereignty  would  be  productive  of  many  and 
endless  controversies  and  conflicts.  A  more  practical  limit  of  national 
jurisdiction  upon  the  high  seas  was  indispensably  necessary,  and  this 
was  found,  as  the  undersigned  thinks,  in  fixing  the  limit  at  three  miles 
from  the  coast.  This  limit  was  early  proposed  by  the  publicists  of  all 
maritime  nations.  While  it  is  not  insisted  that  all  nations  have  accepted, 
or  acquiesced  and  bound  themselves  to  abide  by  this  rule  when  applied 
to  themselves,  yet  three  points  involved  in  the  subject  are  insisted  upon 
by  the  United  States:  First,  that  this  limit  has  been  generally  recog- 
nized by  nations ;  second,  that  no  other  general  rule  has  been  accepted ; 
and  third,  that  if  any  state  has  succeeded  in  fixing  for  itself  a  larger 
limit,  this  has  been  done  by  the  exercise  of  maritime  power,  and  consti- 
tutes an  exception  to  the  general  understanding  which  fixes  the  rai)ge 
of  a  cannon-shot  (when  it  is  made  the  test  of  jurisdiction)  at  three 
miles.  So  generally  is  this  rule  accepted  that  writers  commonly  use  the 
expressions  of  a  range  of  cannon-shot  and  three  miles  as  equivalents  of 
each  other.  In  other  cases  they  use  the  latter  expression  as  a  substi- 
tute for  the  former.  Thus  Wildman,  in  his  *•  Plain  directions  to  naval 
officers  as  to  the  law  of  search,  capture,  and  prize'  (page  12,  ed.  Lon- 
don, 1854),  says :  '  The  capture  of  vessels  within  the  territory  of  a  neutral 
state,  or  within  three  miles  of  the  coast,  •  •  •  is  illegal  with  respect 
to  the  neutral  sovereign,' 
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^^Impre88e(l  by  these  g^eneral  views,  the  United  States  are  not  pre- 
pared to  admit  that  Spaiu,  without  a  formal  concarrenee  of  other  na- 
tions, can  exercise  exclusive  sovereignty  upon  the  open  sea  beyond  a 
line  of  three  miles  from  the  coast,  so  as  to  deprive  them  of  the  rights 
common  to  all  nations  upon  the  open  sea. 

*<The  United  States  admit  that  they  have  a  temporary  interest  (dur- 
ing the  present  insurrection)  to  maintain  a  broad  ireedom  of  the  seas,  so 
as  to  render  their  naval  operations  as  effective  as  may  be  consistent 
with  the  law  of  nations. 

llr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tassara,  Deo.  16, 1862.    MSS.  Notes,  Spain. 

^<  Nevertheless  it  cannot  be  admitted,  nor  indeed  is  Mr.  Tassara  un- 
derstood to  claim,  that  the  mefe  assertion  of  a  sovereign,  by  an  act  of 
legislation,  however  solemn,  can  have  the  effect  to  establish  and  fix  its 
external  maritime  jurisdiction.  His  right  to  a  jurisdiction  of  three  miles 
is  derived  not  from  his  own  decree  but  from  the  law  of  nations,  and 
exists  even  though  he  may  never  have  proclaimed  or  asserted  it  by 
any  decree  or  declaration  whatsoever.  He  cannot,  by  a  mere  decree, 
extend  the  limit  and  fix  it  at  six  miles,  because,  if  he  could,  he  could  in 
the  same  manner^  and  upon  motives  of  interest,  ambition,  or  even  upon 
caprice,  fix  it  at  ten,  or  twenty,  or  fifty  miles,  without  the  consent  or 
acquiescence  of  other  powers  which  have  a  common  right  with  himself 
in  the  freedom  of  all  the  oceans.  Such  a  pretension  could  never  be 
successfully  or  rightfully  maintained.    •    •    • 

<*It  results  from  these  remarks,  that  while  it  is  admitted  that  on  the 
part  of  Spain  the  claim  is  not  one  of  new  creation,  it  is  practically 
one  that  has  only  recently  been  presented  to  the  United  States,  and 
for  aught  that  appears  is  entirely  new  to  other  maritime  powers. 

^^The  undersigned  is  far  from  intimating  that  these  facts  furnish 
conclusive  reasons  for  denying  the  claim  a  respectful  consideration. 
On  the  contrary,  he  very  cheerfully  proceeds  to  consider  a  farther 
argument,  derived,  as  Mr.  Tassara  supposes,  from  reason  and  justice, 
which  he  has  urged  in  respect  to  the  claim.  This  ground  is,  that  the 
shore  of  Cuba  is,  by  reason  of  its  islets  and  smaller  rocks,  such  as  to 
require  that  the  maritime  jurisdiction  of  Cuba,  in  order  to  purposes  of 
effective  defense  and  police,  should  be  extended  to  the  breadth  of  six 
miles.  The  undersigned  has  examined  what  are  supposed  to  be  ac- 
curate charts  of  the  coast  of  Cuba,  and  if  he  is  not  misled  by  some 
error  of  the  chart,  or  of  the  process  of  examination,  he  has  ascertained 
that  nearly  half  of  tbe  coast  of  Cuba  is  practically  free  from  reefs, 
rocks,  and  keys,  and  that  the  seas  adjacent  to  that  part  of  the  island 
which  includes  the  great  harbors  of  Cabanos,  Havana,  Matanzas,  and 
Santiago  are  very  deep,  while  in  fact  the  greatest  depth  of  the  passage 
between  Cnba.nnd  Floridn  is  found  within  five  miles  of  the  coast  of 
Cuba,  off  the  harbor  of  Havana." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec  of  StatM,  to  Mr.  Tassara,  Aug.  10,  1863.    MSS.  Notes,  Spain, 
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^'  Spain  claims  a  maritime  jarisdiction  of  six  miles  around  the  island  of 
Caba.  In  pressing  this  claim  on  the  consideration  of  the  United 
States,  Spain  has  nsed  the  argument  that  the  modern  improvements 
in  gannery  render  the  ancient  limit  of  a  marine  leagae  inadequate  to 
the  security  of  neutral  states. 

^'  When  it  was  understood  at  Paris  that  an  engagement  was  likely 
to  come  off  before  Cherbourg  between  the  United  States  ship  of  war 
Kearsarge  and  the  pirate  Alabama,  the  French  Gtovernmeut  remon- 
strated with  both  parties  against  firing  within  the  actual  reach  of  the 
shore  by  cannon-balls  fired  from  their  vessels,  on  the  ground  that  the 
effect  of  a  collision  near  the  coast  would  be  painful  to  France. 

*'For  these  reasons  I  think  that  the.  subject  may  now  be  profitably 
discussed,  but  there  are  some  preliminary  considerations  which  it  is 
deemed  important  to  submit  to  Her  Majesty's  Oovernment: 

*' First.  That  the  United  States,  being  a  belligerent  now,  when  the 
other  maritime  states  are  at  peace,  are  entitled  to  all  the  advantages 
of  the  existing  construction  of  maritime  law,  and  cannot,  without  seri- 
ous inconvenience,  forego  them. 

<^  Secondly.  That  the  United  States,  adhering  in  war,  no  less  than 
when  they  were  in  the  enjoyment  of  peace,  to  their  traditional  liberality 
towards  neutral  rights,  are  not  unwilling  to  come  to  an  understanding 
upon  the  novel  question  which  has  thus  been  raised  in  consequence  of 
the  improvements  in  gunnery. 

<'  But,  thirdly,  it  is  manifestly  proper  and  important  that  any  such 
new  construction  of  the  maritime  law  as  Great  Britain  suggests  should 
be  reduced  to  the  form  of  a  precise  proposition,  and  then  that  it  should 
receive,  in  some  manner,  by  treaty  or  otherwise,  reciprocal  and  oblig- 
atory acknowledgments  from  the  principal  maritime  powers. 

'*  Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  note  you  have  addressed  to  me, 
the  suggestions  of  Her  Majesty's  Government  seem  to  be  expressed  in 
too  general  terms  to  be  made  the  basis  of  discussion.  Suppose,  by  way 
of  illustration,  that  the  utmost  range  of  cannon  now  is  five  miles,  are  Her 
Majesty's  Government  understood  to  propose  that  the  marine  bound- 
ary of  neutral  jurisdiction,  which  is  now  three  miles  from  the  coast,  shall 
be  extended  ten  miles  beyond  the  present  limit!  Again,  if  cannon- 
shot  are  to  be  fired  so  as  to  fall  not  only  not  upon  neutral  land,  but 
also  not  upon  neutral  waters,  then,  supposing  the  range  of  cannon-shot 
to  be  five  miles,  are  Her  Majesty's  Government  to  be  understood  as 
proposing  that  cannon-shot  shall  not  be  fired  within  a  distance  of  eight 
miles  from  the  neutral  territory  ! 

''  Finally,  shall  measured  distances  be  excluded  altogether  from  the 
statement,  and  the  proposition  to  be  agreed  upon  be  left  to  extend 
with  the  increased  range  of  gunnery,  or  shall  there  be  a  pronounced 
limit  of  jurisdiction,  whether  five  miles,  eight  miles,  or  any  other  meas- 
ured limit  1" 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec,  of  SUto,  to  Mr.  Burnley,  Sept.  16,  1864.    MSS,  )(o1;e6,  Greiit 
Britain. 
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''  The  iDstractioQ  from  the  foreigD  office  to  Mr.  Watson,  of  the  25th 
of  September  last,  a  copy  of  which  was  communicated  by  that  gentle- 
man to  this  Department,  in  his  note  of  the  17th  of  October,  directs  him 
to  ascertain  the  views  of  this  Government  in  regard  to  the  extent  of 
maritime  jurisdiction  which  can  properly  be  claimed  by  any  power,  and 
whether  we  have  ever  recognized  the  claim  of  Spain  to  a  six-mile  limit 
or  have  ever  protested  against  such  claim. 

^'  In  reply  I  have  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  this  Government  has 
uniformly,  under  every  administration  which  has  had  occasion  to  con- 
sider the  subject,  objected  to  the  pretension  of  Spain  adverted  to,  upon 
the  same  ground  and  in  similar  terms  to  those  contained  in  the  instruc- 
tion of  the  Earl  of  Derby. 

^<  We  have  always  understood  'and  asserted  that,  pursuant  to  public 
law,  no  nation  can  rightfully  claim  jurisdiction  at  sea  beyond  a  marine 
league  from  its  coast. 

^^  This  opinion  on  our  part  has  sometimes  been  said  to  be  inconsistent 
with  the  facts  that,  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  revenue-cutters 
are  authorized  to  board  vessels  anywhere  within  four  leagues  of  their 
coasts,  and  that  by  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe-Hidalgo,  so  called,  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Mexico,  of  the  2d  of  February,  1848,  the 
boundary  line  between  the  dominions  of  the  parties  begins  in  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico,  three  leagues  from  land. 

^^It  is  believed,  however,  that  in  ca.rrying  into  effect  the  authority 
conferred  by  the  act  of  Congress  referred  to,  no  vessel  is  boarded,  if 
boarded  at  all,  except  such  a  one  as,  upon  being  hailed,  may  have 
answered  that  she  was  bound  to  a  port  of  the  United  States.  At  all 
events,  although  the  act  of  Congress  was  passed  in  the  infancy  of  this 
Grovernmeut,  there  is  no  known  instance  of  any  complaint  on  the  part 
of  a  foreign  Government  of  the  trespass  by  a  commander  of  a  revenue- 
cutter  upon  (he  right<s  of  its  flag  under  the  law  of  nations. 

^^  In  respect  to  the  provision  in  the  treaty  with  Mexico,  it  may  be  re- 
marked that  it  was  probably  suggested  by  the  passage  in  the  act  of 
Congress  referred  to,  and  designed  for  the  same  purpose,  that  of  pre- 
venting smuggliig.  By  turning  to  the  files  of  your  legation,  you  will 
find  that  Mr.  Bankhead,  in  a  note  to  Mr.  Buchanan  of  the  30th  of 
April,  1848,  objected  on  behalf  of  Her  Majesty's  Government,  to  the 
provision  in  question.  Mr.  Buchanan,  however,  replied  in  a  note  of 
the  19th  of  August,  in  that  year,  that  the  stipulation  could  only  affect 
the  rights  of  Mexico  and  the  United  States,  and  was  never  intended  to 
trench  upon  the  rights  of  Great  Britain,  or'  of  any  other  power  under 
the  law  of  nations." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Sir  Edward  ThorDtoD,  JaQ.  22,  1875.    MSS.  Notes, 
Great  Britaiu;  For.  Rel.,  1875. 

The  following  \^  the  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  referred  to  in  the 
ftbove  note; 
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Sbo.  2760.  The  officers  of  the  reveuue-catters  shall  respectively  be 
deemed  officers  of  the  castottis,  and  shall  be  subject  to  the  direction  of 
sach  collectors  of  the  revenue,  or  other  officers  thereof,  as  from  time  to 
time  shall  be  designated  for  that  purpose.  They  shall  go  on  board  all 
vessels  which  arrive  within  the  United  States  or  within  four  leagues  of 
the  coast  thereof,  if  bound  for  the  United  States,  and  search  and  examine 
the  same,  and  every  part  thereof,  and  shall  demand,  receive,  and  certify 
the  manifests  required  to  be  on  board  certain  vessels,  shall  affix  and  put 
proper  fastenings  on  the  hatches  and  other  communications  with  the 
hold  of  any  vessel,  and  shall  remain  on  board  such  vessels  until  they 
arrive  at  the  port  or  place  of  their  destination. 

Ab  to  pursnit  by;  neutral  of  belligerent  who  has,  in  derogation  of  neotrality, 
fitted  oat  a  cruiser  in  such  neutral  port,  see  infra^  $  396. 

"There  was  reason  to  hope  that  the  practice  which  formerly  prevailed 
with  powerful  nations  of  regarding  seas  and  bays  usually  of  large  ex- 
tent near  their  coast  as  closed  to  any  foreign  commerce  or  fishery  not 
specially  licensed  by  them,  was,  without  exception,  a  pretension  of  the 
past,  and  that  no  nation  would  claim  exemption  from  the  general  rule 
of  public  law  which  limits  its  maritime  jurisdiction  to  a  marine  league 
from  its  coast.  We  should  particularly  regret  if  Kussia  should  insist 
on  any  such  pretension." 

Mr.  Fishy  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Boker,  Dec.  1, 1875.    MSS.  Inst.,  Russia. 

An  attack  by  Mexican  officials  on  merchant  vessels  of  the  United 
•States,  when  distant  more  than  three  miles  from  the  Mexican  coast,  on 
the  prround  of  breach  of  revenue  laws,  is  an  international  offense,  which 
is  not  cured  by  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  assailants,  collusively  or  corruptly 
maintained  in  a  Mexican  court 

Mr.  Evarts,  S^c.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  Apr.  19, 1879.    MSS.  Inst.,  Mex.    Infra^ 
%%  238,  239,  £f. 

"I  have  received  your  No.  108  of  the  29th  of  January  ultimo,  with  its 
accompanying  copy  and  translation  of  the  note  addressed  to  you  on  the 
24th  of  that  month  by  the  minister  of  state,  giving  the  results  of  the 
investigation  ordered  by  the  Spanish  Government  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  American  vessels  Ethel  A.  Merritt,  Eunice  P.  New- 
comb,  George  Washington,  and  Hattie  Haskell  were  fired  upon  and 
visited  by  Spanish  gunboats,  near  the  island  of  Cuba,  in  May,  June, 
and  July  of  last  year. 

"  The  tenor  of  that  reply  is  to  contradict  all  the  material  allegations 
of  the  masters  and  officers  of  the  several  vessels  named,  asserting  that 
they  were  in  each  case  nearer  to  the  Cuban  coast  than  appeared  from 
the  statements  made  to  this  Government;  that  the  gunboats  which 
efiected  their  detention  and  visitation  acted  in  no  warlike  capacity,  but 
as  simple  guardians  of  the  revenue  interests  of  Spain,  and  that  neither 
in  form  nor  in  spirit  was  there  any  intended  discourtesy  to  the  flag  of 
the  United  States. 

"  Immediately  on  the  receipt  of  .vour  dispatch  I  addressed  tb©  reprQ* 
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sentatives  of  each  of  the  vessels  in  question,  contrasting  the  complain- 
ants' statements  (which  I  may  observe  were  only  aecepted  by  the 
Department  after  the  most  searching  methods  had  been  adopted  to 
arrive  at  the  truth  of  the  facts  according  to  the  admitted  rules  of  evi- 
dence in  such  cases)  with  the  statements  now  presented  in  behalf  of 
the  Spanish  Government,  and  asking  what  corroborative  evidence  of 
the  exactness  of  their  former  affirmations  they  can  now  furnish,  and 
what  reply  they  desire  to  make  to  the  allegation  that  their  vessels  were 
out  of  their  course,  and  so  liable  to  suspicion.  Their  awaited  replies 
will  enable  the  Department  to  better  judge  what  direction  shall  be  given 
to  its  further  action,  and  instructions  to  you  on  the  specific  points  of 
fact  involved  are  necessarily  deferred. 

•«  Meanwhile,  it  seems  proper  that  I  should  briefly  touch  on  certain 
points  of  principle  suggested  by  Senor  Elduay^n's  note.  The  minister 
does  not  appear  to  meet  the  question  of  the  jurisdictional  limits  within 
which  the  visitations  were  effected. 

''The  wide  contradiction  between  the  several  statements  does  not 
suffice  to  bring  the  position  of  three  of  the  vessels  at  the  time  within 
the  customary  nautical  league.  This  Government  must  adhere  to  the 
three-mile  rule  as  the  jnribdictional  limit,  and  the  casesof  visitation  toith- 
out  that  line  seem  not  to  be  excused  or  excusable  under  that  rule. 

''This  Government  frankly  and  fully  accepts  the  principle  of  the 
€k>vemment  of  His  Majesty  that  any  intention  of  discourtesy  existed 
in  these  proceedings.  It  insists,  however,  on  the  importance  of  a  clear 
understanding  of  the  jurisdictional  limit.  It  insists,  likewise,  on  the 
distinction  between  the  verification  (according  to  the  usual  procedure 
of  revenue  cruisers),  within  a  reasonable  range  of  approach,  of  vessels 
seeking  Spanish  ports  in  the  due  pursuit  of  trade  |}berewith,  and  the 
arrest  by  armed  force,  without  the  jurisdictional  three-mile  limit,  of  ves- 
sels not  bound  to  Spanish  ports.  The  considerations  on  these  heads, 
advanced  in  my  instruction  to  you  of  August  II,  seem  not  to  have  at- 
tracted from  His  Majesty's  Government  the  attention  due  to  their 
precise  bearing  on  at  lei^st  three  of  the  cases  in  hand  under  the  express 
admissions  of  Mr.  Elduay^u's  note." 

Mr.  Evartfl,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Ur.  Fairchild,  March  3,  1881.    MSS.  Inst.,  Spain ; 

For.  ReL,  1881. 
As  to  Low  far  the  marine  belt  may  be  extended  by  making  its  limits  extend 

ft-om  headland  to  headland,  see  mipra,  $  28. 

<^  We  may,  therefore,  regard  it  as  settled  [citing  extracts  from  Pres- 
ident Woolsey,  the  umpire  of  the  London  commission  of  1853,  and  Lord 
Granville,  as  quoted  supra j  §  28],  that  so  far  as  concerns  the  eastern 
coast  of  North  America,  the  position  of  this  Department  has  uniformly 
been  that  the  sovereignty  of  the  shore  does  not,  so  far  as  territorial 
authority  is  concerned,  extend  beyond  three  miles  from  low- water  mark, 
and  that  the  seaward  boundary  of  this  zone  of  territorial  waters  follows 
the  coUst  of  the  mainland,  extending  where  there  are  islands  so  as  to 
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place  round  sach  iBlaods  the  same  belt.  This  necessarily  exclades  the 
position  that  the  seaward  boandary  is  to  be  drawn  from  headland  to 
headland,  and  makes  it  follow  closely,  at  a  distance  of  three  miles,  the 
boandary  of  the  shore  of  the  continent  or  of  adjacent  islands  belonging 
to  the  continental  sovereign. 

"  The  position  I  here  state,  you  must  remember,  was  not  taken  by 
this  Department  speculatively^  It  was  advanced  in  periods  when  the 
question  of  peace  or  war  hung  on  the  decision.  When,  during  the  three 
earlier  administrations,  we  were  threatened  on  our  coast  by  Great 
Britiiin  and  France,  war  being  imminent  with  Great  Britain,  and  for  a 
time  actually  though  not  formally  engaged  in  with  France,  we  asserted 
this  line  as  determining  the  extent  of  our  territorial  waters.  When  we 
were  involved,  in  the  earlier  part  of  Mr.  Jefferson's  administration,  in 
difficulties  with  Spain,  we  then  told  Spain  that  we  conceded  to  her,  so 
far  as  concerned  Cuba,  the  same  limit  of  territorial  waters  a«  we  claimed 
for  ourselves,  granting  nothing  more ;  and  this  limit  was  afterwards 
reasserted  by  Mr.  Seward  during  the  late  civil  war,  when  there  was 
every  inducement  on  our  part  not  only  to  oblige  Spain  but  to  extend, 
for  our  own  use  as  a  belligerent,  territorial  privileges.  When,  in  1807, 
after  the  outrage  on  the  Chesapeake  by  the  Leopard,  Mr.  Jefferson  is- 
sued a  proclamation  excluding  British  men-of-war  from  our  territorial 
waters,  there  was  the  same  rigor  in  limiting  these  waters  to  three  miles 
from  shore.  And  during  our  various  fishery  negotiations  with  Great 
Britain  we  have  insisted  that  beyond  the  three-mile  line  Britisth  terri- 
torial waters  on  the  northeastern  coast  do  not  extend.  Such  was  our 
position  in  1783,  in  1794,  in  1815,  in  1818.  Such  is  our  position  now  in  our 
pending  controversy  with  Great  Britain  on  this  iaiportant  issue.  It  is 
true  that  there  are  qualifications  to  this  rule,  but  these  qualifications 
do  not  affect  its  application  to  the  fisheries.  We  do  not,  in  asserting 
this  claim,  deny  the  free  right  of  vessels  of  other  nations  to  pass  on 
peaceful  errands  through  this  zone,  provided  they  do  not,  by  loitering, 
produce  uneasiness  on  the  shore  or  raise  a  suspicion  of  smuggling.  Nor 
do  we  hereby  waive  the  right  of  the  sovereign  of  the  shore  to  require 
that  armed  vessels,  whose  projectiles,  if  used  for  practice  or  warfare, 
might  strike  the  shore,  should  move  beyond  cannon  range  of  the  shore 
when  engaged  in  artillery  practice  or  in  battle,  as  was  insisted  on  by 
the  French  Government  at  the  time  of  the  fight  between  the  Kearsarge 
and  the  Alabama,  in  1864,  off  the  harbor  of 'Cherbourg.  W^e  claim,  also, 
that  the  sovereign  of  the  shore  has  the  right,  on  the  principle  of  self- 
defense,  to  pursue  and  punish  marauders  on  the  sea  to  the  very  extent 
to  which  their  guns  would  carry  their  shot,  and  that  such  sovereign  has 
jurisdiction  over  crimes  committed  by  them  through  such  shot,  although 
at  the  time  of  the  shooting  they  were  beyond  three  miles  from  shore.  But 
these  qualifications  do  not  in  any  way  affect  the  principle  I  now  assert, 
aod  whiQb  I  am  asserting  mid  pressing  in  our  present  coutention  witU 
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Great  Britain  as  to  the  uortheastero  fisheries.  From  the  time  when 
European  fishermen  first  visited  the  great  fisheries  of  the  northeastern 
Atlantic  these  fisheries,  subject  to  the  territorial  jurisdiction  above 
stated,  have  been  held  open  to  all  nations,  and  even  over  the  marine  belt 
of  three  miles  the  jurisdiction  of  the  sovereign  of  the  shore  is  qualified 
by  those  modifications  which  the  law  of  necessity  has  wrought  into  in- 
ternational law.  Fishing  boats  or  other  vessels  traversing  those  rough 
waters,  have  the  right,  not  merely  of  free  transit  of  which  I  have 
spoken,  but  of  relief,  when  suffering  from  want  of  necessaries,  from  the 
shore.  There  they  may  go  by  the  law  of  nations,  irrespective  of  treaty, 
when  suflfering  from  want  of  water  or  of  food  or  even  of  bait,  when 
essential  to  the  pursuit  of  a  trade  which  is  as  precarious  and  as  beset 
with  disasters  as  it  is  beneficent  to  the  population  to  whom  it  supplies 
a  cheap  and  nutritious  food." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Manning,  Sec.  of  Treasury,  May  28,  18H6. 
M8S.  Dom.  Let. 

The  limitation  to  three  miles  of  the  marine  belt  on  the  northeast  At- 
lantic is  based  in  part  on  treaty  and  in  part  on  customary  law  there 
established  as  to  the  fisheries.  It  does  not  of  itself  preclude,  as  has 
been  already  seen,  the  sovereign  of  the  shore  from  exercising  police 
jurisdiction  over  any  destructive  agencies  which,  no  matter  at  what 
distance  from  the  shore,  may  inflict  direct  injury  on  the  shore,  or  its 
territorial  waters.    Supra^  §§  18,  Jf,  27 ;  see  infraj  §  3.03. 

As  to  bays  see  supra  $  28. 

"The  British  < hovering  act,'  passed  in  1736  (9  Geo.  II,  cap.  35), 
assumes,  for  certain  revenue  purposes,  a  jurisdiction  of  four  leagues 
from  the  coasts,  by  prohibiting  foreign  goods  to  be  transshipped  within 
that  distance  without  payment  of  duties.  A  similar  provision  is  con- 
tained in  the  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  both  these  provis- 
ions have  been  declared  by  judicial  authority  in  each  country  to  be  con- 
sistent with  the  law  and  usage  of  nations." 

Mr.  Wheaton  in  Dana's  Wbeaton,  $  179. 

In  a  note  to  the  above,  entitled  ^<  Municipal  seizures  beyond  the  ma- 
rine league  or  cannon-shot,''  Mr.  Dana  says : 

^^  The  statement  in  the  text  requires  further  consideration.  It  has 
been  seen  that  the  consent  of  nations  extends  the  territory  of  a  state 
to  a  marine  league  or  cannon-shot  from  the  coast.  Acts  done  within 
this  distance  are  within  the  sovereign  authority.  The  war  right  of 
visit  and  search  extends  over  the  whole  sea,  but  it  will  not  be  found 
that  any  consent  of  nations  can  be  shown  in  favor  of  extending  what 
may  be  strictly  called  territoriality,  for  any  purpose  whatever,  beyond 
the  marine  league  or  cannon  shot.  Doubtless  states  have  made  laws 
for  revenue  purposes  touching  acts  done  beyond  territorial  waters,  but 
it  will  not  be  found  that,  in  later  times,  the  right  to  make  seizures  be- 
yond such  waters  has  been  insisted  upon  against  the  remonstrance  of 
iforeign  states,  or  that  a  clear  and  unequivocal  judicial  precedent  now 
stands  sustaining  snch  seizures  when  the  qaestion  of  jurisdiction  has 
bc^n  presented.  The  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States,  for  instance, 
provide  that  if  a  vessel  bound  to  a  port  in  the  United  States,  shall, 
except  from  necessity,  unload  cargo  within  4  leagues  from  the  coast, 
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and  before  coining  to  the  proper  port  for  entry  and  unloading,  ancl  re- 
ceiving permission  to  do  so,  the  cargo  istorieit,  and  the  master  incurs 
a  penalty  (Act  2d  March,  1797,  §  27);  but  the  statute  does  not  authorize 
a  seizure  of  a  foreign  vessel  when  beyond  the  territorial  jurisdiction. 
The  statute  may  well  be  construed  to  mean  only  that  a  foreign  vessel, 
coming  to  an  American  port,  and  there  seized  for  a  violation  of  revenue 
regulations  committed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  may 
be  confiscated,  hut  that,  to  complete  the  forfeiture,  it  is  essential  that 
the  vessel  shall  be  bound  to  and  shall  come  within  the  territory  of  the 
United  States  after  the  prohibited  act.  The  act  done  beyond  the  juris- 
diction is  assumed  to  be  part  of  an  attempt  to  violate  the  revenue  laws 
within  the  jurisdiction.  Under  the  previous  sections  of  that  act  it  is 
made  the  <iuty  of  revenue  officers  to  board  all  vessels  for  the  purpose 
of  examining  their  papers  within  four  leagues  of  the  coast.  If  foreign 
vessels  have  been  boarded  and  seized  on  the  high  sea,  and  have  been 
adjudged  guilty,  and  their  Governments  have  not  objected,  it  is  prob- 
ably either  because  they  were  not  appealed  to  or  have  acqoiesoed  in 
the  particular  instance  from  motives  of  comity. 

^^The  cases  cited  in  the  autbor's  note  do  not  necessarily  and  strictly 
sustain  the  position  taken  in  the  text.  In  the  Louis  (Dodson,  ii,  245), 
the  arrest  was  held  unjustified,  because  made  in  time  of  peace  for  a 
violation  of  municipal  law  beyond  territorial  waters.  The  words  of  Sir 
William  Scott,  on  pages  245  aiid  246,  with  reference  to  the  hovering  acts, 
are  only  illustrative  of  the  admitted  rule  that  neighboring  waters  are  ter- 
ritorial ;  and  he  does  not  say,  even  as  an  obiter  dictum j  that  the  territory 
for  revenue  purposes  extends  beyond  that  claimed  for  other  purposes. 
On  the  contrary,  he'says  that  an  inquiry  for  fiscal  or  defensive  purjMJses, 
near  the  coast,  but  beyond  the  marine  league,  as  under  the  hovering 
laws  of  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States,  'has  nothing  in  common 
with  the  right  of  visitation  and  search  upon  the  unappropriated  parts 
of  the  ocean;'  and  adds,  'a  recent  Swedish  claim  of  examination  on  the 
high  seas,  though  confined  to  foreign  ships  bound  to  Swedish  ports, 
and  accompanied,  in  a  manner  not  very  consistent  or  intelligible,  with 
a  disclaimer  of  all  right  of  visitation,  was  resisted  by  the  British  Gov- 
ernment, and  was  finally  withdrawn.'  Church  v.  Hubbard  (Cranch,  ii, 
187)  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  in  which  there  was  an  ex- 
ception of  risks  of  illicit  trade  with  the  Portuguese.  The  voyage  was  for 
such  an  illicit  trade,  and  the  vessel,  in  pursuance  of  that  purpose,  came 
to  anchor  within  about  four  leagues  of  the  Portuguese  coast;  and  the 
master  went  on  shore  on  business,  where  he  was  arrested,  and  the  vessel 
was  afterwards  seized  at  her  anchorage  and  condemned.  The  owner 
sought  to  recover  for  the  condemnation.  The  court  held  that  it  was 
not  necessary  for  the  defendants  to  prove  an  illicit  trade  begun,  but 
only  that  the  risks  excluded  were  incurred  by  the  prosecution  of  such  a 
voyage.  It  is  true,  that  Chief-Justice  Marshall  admitted  the  right  of  a 
nation  to  secure  itself  against  intended  violations  of  its  laws,  by  seizures 
made  within  reasonable  limits,  as  to  which,  he  said,  nations  must  ex- 
ercise comity  and  concession,  and  the  exact  extent  of  which  was  not 
settled:  and, in  thecase  before  the  cc>urt,  the  four  leagues  were  not  treated 
as  rendering  the  seizure  illegal.  This  remark  must  now  be  treated  as 
an  unwarranted  admission.  The  result  of  the  decision  is,  that  the  court 
did  not  undertake  to  pronounce  judicially,  in  a  suit  on  a  private  con- 
tract, that  a  seizure  of  an  American  vessel,  made  at  four  leagues,  by  a 
foreign  power,  was  void  and  a  mere  trespass.  In  the  subsequent  case  of 
Bose  V.  Himeiy  (Cranch,  iv,  241),  where  a  vessel  was  seized  ten  leagues 
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from  the  French  coa«t,  and  taken  to  a  Spanish  port,  aucl  condemned  in 
a  French  tribanal  uudef  municipal  and  not  belligerent  law,  the  court 
held  that  any  seizures  for  municipal  purposes  be.yond  the  territory  of 
the  sovereign  are  invalid;  assuming,  perhaps,  that  ten  leagues  must bt^ 
beyond  the  territorial  limits  for  all  purposes.  In  Hudson  v.  Guestier 
(Granch,  iv,  293),  where  it  was  agreed  that  the  seiznre  was  municipal, 
and  was  made  within  a  league  of  the  French  coast,  the  majority  of  the 
court  held  that  the  jurisdiction  to  make  a  decree  of  forfeiture  was  not 
lost  by  the  fact  that  the  vessel  was  never  taken  into  a  French  port,  if 
possession  of  her  was  retained,  though  in  a  foreign  port.  The  judg- 
ment being  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  the  case  came  up  again, 
and  is  reported  in  Crancb,  vi,  281.  At  the  new  trial  the  place  of  seiz- 
ure was  disputed;  and  the  judge  instructed  the  jury,  that  a  municipal 
seizure,  made  within  six  leagues  of  the  French  coast,  was  valid,  and 
gave  a  good  title  to  the  defendant.  The  jury  found  a  general  verdict 
for  the  defendant,  and  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  instructions.  The 
Supreme  Court  sustained  the  verdict;  not,  however,  upon  the  ground 
that  a  municipal  seizure  made  at  six  leagues  from  the  coast  was  valid, 
but  on  the  ground  that  the  French  decree  of  condemnation  must  be 
considered  as  settling  the  facts  involved;  and  if  a  seizure  within  a  less 
distance  from  shore  was  necessary  to  jurisdiction,  the  decree  may  have 
determined  the  fact  accordingly,  and  the  verdict  in  the  circuit  court 
did  not  disease  the  opinion  of  the  jury  on  that  point.  The  judges 
differed  in  stating  the  principle  of  this  case  and  of  Rose  v.  Himely,  and 
the  report  leaves  the  difTerence  somewhat  obscure. 

^^This  subject  was  discussed  incidentally  in  the  case  of  the  Cagliari, 
which  was  a  seizure  on  the  high  seas,  not  for  violation  of  revenue  laws, 
but  on  a  claim,  somewhat  mixed,  of  piracy  and  war.  In  the  opinion 
given  by  Dr.  Twiss  to  the  Sardinian  Government  in  that  case,  the 
learned  writer  refers  to  what  has  sometimes  been  treated  as  an  excop> 
tional  right  of  search  and  seizure,  for  revenue  purposes,  beyond  the 
marine  league,  and  says  that  no  such  exception  can  be  sustained  <is  a 
right.  He  adds:  'In  ordinary  cases,  indeed,  where  a  merchnnt  sbip 
has  been  seized  on  the  high  seas,  the  sovereign  whose  flag  has  been 
violated  waives  his  privilege,  considering  the  offending  ship  to  have 
acted  with  mala  fides  towards  the  other  state  with  which  he  is  in  amity, 
and  to  have  consequently  forfeited  any  just  claim  to  his  protection.' 
He  considers  the  revenue  regulations"  of  many  states,  authorizing  visit 
and  seizure  beyond  their  waters,  to  be  enforceable  at  the  peril  of  such 
state8,  and  to  rest  on  the  express  or  ta<5it  permission  of  the  states  whose 
vessels  may  be  seized. 

^*  It  may  be  said  that  the  principle  is  settled  that  municipal  seizures 
cannot  be  made,  for  any  purpose,  beyond  territorial  waters.  It  is  also 
settled  that  the  limit  of  these  waters  is,  in  the  <'ibsence  of  treaty,  the 
marine  league  or  the  cannon-shot." 

But  there  can  be  no  question,  as  has  been  said,  that  there  may  be 
municipal  seizures  of  United  States  vessels,  under  the  United. States 
revenue  laws,  outside  of  the  three-mile  limit. 

Bassia  having  asserted,  in  1822-'24,  an  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the 
northwest  coast  and  waters  of  America  from  Behring  Strait  to  the 
flfty-first  degree  of  north  latitude,  this  claim  was  resisted  by  the  United 
States  and  Great  Britain,  and  was  surrendered,  in  a  convention  between 
Bossia  and  the  United  States,  in  April,  IS24,  for  ten  years  (not  sub- 
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sequently  technically  roncwod),  niul  in  a  convention  between  Great 
Britain  and  Russia,  in  February,  1825,  for  ten  years,  re-established  by 
the  treaty  of  June  11, 1843.  ^The  Itussian  claim  was  disputed  by  Mr. 
J.  Q.  Adams  in  his  note  to  the  Eussian  minister,  of  March  30, 18^. 

(See  64  Au.  Reg.,  570-84  ;  Brit,  and  For.  St.  Pap.,  1824-'25,  vol.  1%  pp.  38,  595; 
Abdy'B  Kent  (1878),  97.) 

As  to  the  pretensions  of  Russia,  above  stated,  to  control  the  north- 
west Pacific,  from  Behrin^  Strait  to  the  fifty-fourth  degree  of  latitude, 
and  of  the  adjacent  islands,  see  Oalvo  Droit  Int.,  3d  ed.,  vol.  3,  323. 

The  ukase  of  Emperor  Alexander  of  Bussia,  of  September,  1821, 
claiming  the  waters  on  the  northwestern  coast  of  America  to  the  ex- 
tent of  one  hundred  Italian  miles  from  shore,  is  discussed  in  2  Lyman's 
Diplomacy  .of  the  United  States,  chap.  xi. 

This  ukase  was  the  cause  of  long  discussions  between  Bussia,  the 
United  States,  and  Great  Britain ;  discussions  which  terminated  in  a 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Bussia,  signed  April  17, 1824,  and 
ratified  January  11, 1825.  This  treaty  (now  superseded  in  this  respect) 
contains  the  following  provisions : 

Article  I. 

It  is  agreed  that,  in  any  part  of  the  Great  Ocean,  coufknonly  called 
the  Pacific  Ocean,  or  South  Sea,  the  respective  citizens  or  subjects  of 
the  high  contracting  Powers  shall  be  neither  disturbed  nor  restrained, 
either  in  navigation  or  in  fishing,  or  in  the  power  of  resorting  to  the 
coasts,  upon  points  which  may  not  already  have  been  occupied,  for  the 
purpose  of  trading  with  the  natives,  saving  always  the  restrictions  and 
conditions  determined  by  the  following  articles. 

Article  II. 

With  a  view  of  preventing  the  rights  of  navigation  and  of  fishing  ex- 
ercised upon  the  Great  Ocean  by  the  citizens  and  subjects  of  the  high 
couti'acting  Powers  from  becoming  the  pretext  for  an  illicit  trade,  it  is 
agreed  that  the  citizens  of  the  United  Stat^^s  shall  not  resort  to  any 
point  where  there  is  a  Bussian  establishment,  without  the  permission 
of  the  governor  or  commander;  and  that,  reciprocally,  the  subjects  of 
Bussia  shall  not  resort,  without  permission,  to  any  establishment  of  the 
United  States  upon  the  Northwest  coast. 

Article  III. 

It  is  moreover  agreed  that,  hereafter,  there  shall  not  be  formed  by 
the  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  under  the  authority  of  the  said 
States,  any  establishment  upon  the  Northwest  coast  of  America,  nor 
in  any  of  the  islands  adjacent,  to  the  north  of  fifty-four  degrees  and 
forty  minutes  of  north  latitude;  and  that,  in  the  same  manner,  there 
shall  be  none  formed  by  Bussian  subjects,  or  under  the  authority  of 
Bussia,  south  of  the  same  parallel. 

Article  IV. 

It  is,  nevertheless,  understood  that  during  a  term  of  ten  years,  coant- 
ing  from  the  signature  of  the  present  convention,  the  ships  of  both 
Powers,  or  which  belong  to  their  citizens  or  subjects  respectively,  may 
reciprocally  frequent,  without  any  hindrance  whatever,  the  interior  seas, 
gulfs,  harbors,  and  creeks,  upon  the  coast  mentioned  in  the  preceding 
article,  for  the  purpose  of  fishing  and  trading  with  the  natives  of  the 
country. 
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Article  V. 

All  spirituous  liquors,  firearms,  otber  arms,  powder,  and  mauitious 
of  war  of  every  kind,  are  always  excepted  from  this  same  commerce 
permitted  by  the  preceding  article;  and  the  two  Powers  engage,  recip- 
rocally, neither  to  sell,  nor  suffer  them  to  be  sold,  to  the  natives  by 
their  respective  citizens  and  subjects,  nor  by  any  person  who  may  be 
under  their  authority.  It  is  likewise  stipulated  that  this  restriction 
shall  never  aftbrd  a  pretext,  nor  be  advanced,  in  any  case,  to  authorize 
either  search  or  detention  of  the  vessels,  seizure  of  the  merchandize, 
or,  in  fine,  any  measures  of  constraint  whatever  towards  the  merchants 
or  the  crews  who  may  carry  on  this  commerce;  the  high  contracting 
Powers  reciprocally  reserving  to  themselves  to  determine  upon  the 
penalties  to  be  incurred,  and  to  inflict  the  punishments  in  case  of  the 
contravention  of  this  article  by  their  respective  citizens  or  subjects. 

"This  treaty  excluded  the  right  of  the  United  States  to  make  new 
settlements  on  the  northi^est  shore  of  America,  and  the  adjacent  islands 
north  of  54  degrees  40  minutes  of  latitude,  and  of  Russia  to  make  set- 
tlements south  of  that  line.  An  analogous  treaty  was  concluded  in  the 
same  year  between  Great  Britain  and  Eussia.  By  these  treaties  the 
free  navigation  of  the  Pacific  was  recognized.  As  to  new  settlements, 
they  bound  only  the  contracting  parties.'' 

Fiore,  Droit  Int.  2d  ed.  by  Antoine,  I8B5,  $  726. 

The  territorial  authority  of  a  nation  extends  over  the  contingnous 
seas,  certainly  within  the  range  of  cannon-shot,  and  perhaps  further, 
according  to  the  nature  of  the  coast. 

Church  V.  H^bbart,  2  Cranch,  187,  235.    (See  the  Ann,  1  GalL,62.) 

There  is  no  fixed  rule  prescribing  the  distance  from  the  coast  within 
which  a  nation  can  make  seizures  to  prevent  the  violation  of  its  laws. 

Church  V.  Habbart,  2  Cranch,  187,  235. 

"The  territorial  jurisdiction  of  a  nation  over  waters  within  its  juris- 
diction, and  within  the  three-mile  zone  of  the  shore,  doe^s  not  extend  to 
vessels  using  the  ocean  as  a  highway  and  not  bound  to  a  port  of  the  na- 
tion. And  a  vessel  may  pass,  in  its  voyage  along  the  shore  of  another 
nation,  without  subjecting  itself  to  the  law  of  the  littoral  sovereign,  and 
retain  all  the  rights  given  by  the  law  of  its  flag.  This  authority  or  claim 
of  jurisdiction  over  the  ocean  within  the  three-mile  zone  of  the  coast  is 
said  and  shown  by  Lord  Chief-Justice  Cockburu  to  be  a  shrinkage  of 
the  claim  of  jurisdiction  over  the  mare  clausuniy  which  was  never  ac- 
knowledged, and  is  now  abandoned,  and  to  exist  only  for  the  protec- 
tion and  defense  of  the  coast  and  its  inhabitants.  Mr.  Webster,  in  his 
tetter  to  Lord  Ashburton,  quoted  in  Wheaton's  Law  of  Nations,  infra^ 
§  38,  says :  <  A  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  beyond  the  distance  of  a  marine 
Jeagfae  from  the  shore,  is  regarded  as  part  of  the  territory  of  the  nation 
to  which  she  belongs,  and  subjected,  exclusively,  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
that  nation.  If  against  the  will  of  her  master  or  owner  she  be  driven  or 
carried  nearer  to  the  land,  or  even  into  port,  those  who  have,  or  ought  to 
have  control  over  her,  struggling  all  the  while  to  keep  her  upon  the  high 
seas/  she  remains  '  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  her  Government.' 
This  was  written  in  the  case  of  the  Creole,  an  American  vessel,  carried 
into  Nassau  by  persons  who  had  been  slaves  in  Virginia.  The  same 
reason  which  governs  in  the  case  of  a  vessel  driven  by  weather  or  by 
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violence  within  the  three-mile  Jiirisdic.tion,  Jipplies  to  a  vessel  the  neces- 
sities of  whose  vo.vaj2:e  compel  her  to  i)aRs  within  the  same  zone." 

Henry  on  Adni.Jnr.  (lf^.<»),  ^  ^iK 

On  the  other  hand,  the  sovereign  of  the  shore  has  a  right,  by  inter- 
national law,  to  require  that  no  action  be  taken  by  ships  of  other  friendly 
nations  by  which  his  subjects  should  be  injured,  or  the  peace  of  the 
shore  disturbed. 

That  a  sovereign  has  a  police  jurisdiction  overall  offenses  committed 
by  means  of  shot  from  a  ship  taking  effect  on  shore  is  maintained  by 
very  high  authority.  ''The  extension,"  says  Perels  (Das  Internationale 
offentliche  Seerecht  der  Gegenwart,  §  13),  "of  the  line  depends  on  the 
range  of  cannon-shot  at  the  particular  period.  It  is,  however,  at  such 
period  the  same  for  all  coasts.'^ 

To  this  effect  is  cited  Martens,  Pr^ciHi,  p.  144  ;  Bluntschli,  J  302 ;  Heffter,  (  76: 
Kliiber,  $  130 ;  Ortolan,  i,  153,  and  ScbialtareUa,  Del  Teriitorio,  p.  8. 

Mr.  Lawrence  thus  states  the  rule :  "  The  waters  adjacent  to  the  coast 
of  a  country  are  deemed  within  its  jurisdictional  limits  only  becaase 
they  can  be  commanded  from  tlie  shore." 

Lawr.  Wheaton,  846. 

According  to  Gessner:  "Les  droits  des  riverains  out  ^t4  aagmeot^s 
par  I'invention  des  canons  rayes." 

As  far  as  a  State  can  protect  itself,  so  far  does  it€i  jurisdiction  extend. 

Kent,  i,  p.  158. 

**La  plus  forte  port^e  de  canon  selon  le  progr^  commun  de  Part  ^ 
chaque  6poquo." 

'^ Inasmuch  as  cannon-shot  can  now  be  sent  more  than  two  leagues, 
it  seems  desirable  to  extend  the  territorial  limits  accordingly.  The 
ground  of  the  rule  is  the  margin  of  sea  within  reaeh  of  the  land  forces  or 
from  which  the  land  can  be  assailed,^ 

Field  Int.  Code,  2d  ed.,  $  28. 

"It  is  probably  safe  to  -say,"  says  Mr.  Hall  (Int.  Law,  127),  "that  a 
state  has  the  right  to  extend  its  territorial  waters  ^m  time  to  time  at 
its  will,  with  the  now  increased  range  of  its  guns,  though  it  would  un- 
doubtedly be  more  satisfactory  that  an  arrangement  upon  the  subject 
should  be  arrived  at  by  common  consent.'' 

See  3*2  Alb.  Law.  Jour.,  104. 

The  reason  originally  given  for  the  three-mile  limit  was  that  cannon- 
balls  were,  in  those  days,  not  known  to  exceed  three  miles  in  range,  and 
that  if  the  three-mile  limit  was  secured,  a  sovereign  would  be  fully  able 
to  protect  his  shores  from  marauders,  or  from  belligerent  cannonade 
at  sea  from  which  he,  a  neutral,  might  suffer.  This  position,  as  is 
mentioned  by  Mr.  Seward,  was  taken  by  the  French  Government  at 
the  time  of  the  sea-duel  between  the  Kearsarge  and  the  Alabama,  in 
1864.  Nor  does  this  reason  apply  exclusively  to  hostile  operations. 
We  can  conceive,  for  instance,  of  a  case  in  which  armed  vessels  of 
nations,  with  whom  we  are  at  peace,  might  select  a  spot  within  cannon- 
range  of  our  coast  for  the  practice  of  their  guns.  A  case  of  this  char- 
acter took  place  not  long  since  in  which  an  object  on  shore  was  selected 
as  a  point  at  which  to  aim,  for  the  purpose  of  practicing,  projectiles  to 
be  thrown  from  the  cruiser  of  a  friendly  power.  Supposing  such  a 
vessel  to  be  four  miles  from  the  coast,  could  it  be  reasonably  maintained 
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Uiat  we  have  no  police  jurisdiction  over  such  culpable  negligeocet  Or 
could  it  be  reasonably  maintained  that  marauders,  who  at  the  same 
time  would  not  be  technically  pirates,  could  throw  projectiles  upon  our 
shores  without  our  having  jurisdiction  to  bring  them  to  justice?  The  an- 
swer to  such  questions  may  be  drawn  from  the  reason  that  sustained  a 
claim  for  a  three-mile  police  belt  of  sea  in  old  times.  Thi6  reason  author- 
izes the  extension  of  this  belt  for  police  purposes  to  nine  miles,  if  such 
be  the  range  of  cannon  at  the  present  day.  This,  it  should  be  remem- 
bered, does  not  subject  to  our  domestic  jurisdiction  all  vessels  passing 
within  nine  miles  of  our  shores,  nor  does  it  by  itself  give  us  an  exclusive 
right  to  fisheries  within  such  a  limit,  or  within  such  greater  limit  as 
greater  improvements  in  gunnery  might  suggest ;  nor  would  it  authorize 
the  Executive  to  warn  off,  within  these  extended  limits,  foreign  ships  by 
a*  ])roclaroation  similar  to  that  of  President  Jefferson,  in  1807,  so  as  to 
prevent  them  from  communicating  with  the  shore.  For  the  latter  pur- 
lK)8es  the  three-mile  limit  is  the  utmost  that  can  be  claimed. 

By  the  British  territorial  waters  act  of  1878  "  an  offense  committed 
by  a  person,  whether  he  is  or  is  not  a  subject  of  Her  Majesty,  on  the 
open  sea,  within  the  territorial  waters  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  is  an 
i:ffen8e  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiral,  although  it  may  have 
been  committed  on  board  or  by  means  of  a  foreign  ship;"  and  it  was 
di»*lared  in  the  preamble  of  the  statute  that  'Hhe  rightful  jurisdiction 
of  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs  and  successors,  extends,  and  has  always  ex- 
tended^  over  the  open  seas  adjacent  to  the  coasts  of  the  United  King- 
<lom,  and  of  all  other  parts  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  to  stick  a  distance 
as  is  necessary  for  the  defense  and  security  of  such  dominions?^  It  is,  how- 
ever, further  provided  that  **  the  territorial  waters  of  Her  Majesty's  do- 
minions, in  reference  to  the  sea,  means  such  part  of  the  sea  adjacent  to 
the  coast  of  the  Uuited  Kingdom  or  the  coast  of  some  other  part  of  Her 
Majesty's  dominion,  as  is  deemed  by  international  law  to  be  within  the 
territorial  sovereignty  of  Her  Majesty^  and  for  the  purpose  of  any  offense 
declared  by  this  act  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiral,  any  part 
of  the  open  sea  within  one  marine  lea^gue  of  the  coasts  measured  from  low- 
water  marky  shall  be  deemed  to  be  open  sea  toithin  the  territorial  waters  of 
Her  Majestifs  dominions.^  This  statute  in  one  place  apparently  makes 
the  test  to  consist  in  the  protection  of  subjects,  in  another  place  falls 
back  on  the  marine  league.  So  far  as  concerns  persons  injured  on 
8hore,  the  former  is  on  principle  the  test;  and  it  may  also  be  argued  to 
be  the  test  in  reference  to  belligerent  cruisers  undertaking  to  cannonade 
each  other  within  cannon-shot  of  the  shore.  So  far  a^  concerns  injuries 
at  sea,  inflicted  by  a  foreigner  on  a  subject,  the  question  is  still  open. 

See  2  Steph.  Hist.  Cr.  Law,  ch.  xvi ;  Perels,  $  13. 

See,  also,  R.  v.  Keyn,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  D.,  63 ;  13  Cox.,  C.  C,  403,  cited  and  criticized, 

Wbart.  Com.  Am.  Law,  $  186;  and  see  3  Phill.  Int.  Law,  3d  ed.,  565;  Whart. 

Conf  of  Laws,  2d  ed.,  $  818.    See,  also,  more  fully  infra  $  35  a. 

Vm.  SHIP  NATIONALIZED  BY  FLAG. 

k  33. 

Ab  to  impreosment,  see  infra^  $  331. 
As  to  ship  papers  and  sea-letters,  see  infraj  $  406. 
As  to  visitation  and  search,  see  infra,  $$  32&-7. 
As  to  jurisdiction  over  crimes  at  sea,  see  tft/ra,  (  41. 

^' Every  merchant  vessel  on  the  seas  is  rightfully  considered  as  part 
of  the  territory  of  the  country  to  which  it  belongs.  The  entry,  there- 
fore, into  sadi  vessel,  being  neutral,  by  a  belligerent,  is  an  act  of  force, 
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and  is  prima  fcLcie  a  wrou^,  a  trespass,  which  can  be  justified  only  when 
done  for  some  parpose  allowed  to  form  a  sufficient  justification  by  the 
law  of  nations.  But  a  British  cruiser  enters  an  American  merchant 
vessel  in  order  to  take  therefrom  supposed  British  subjects,  offering  no 
justification  therefor,  under  the  law  of  nations,  but  claiming  the  right 
under  the  law  of  England  respecting  the  King's  prerogative.  This  can- 
not be  defended.  English  soil,  English  territory,  English  jurisdiction, 
is  the  appropriate  sphere  for  the  operation  of  English  law.  The  ocean 
is  the  sphere  of  the  law  of  nations,  and  any  merchant  vessel  on  the  seas 
is,  by  that  law,  under  the  protection  of  the  laws  of  her  own  nation,  and 
may  claim  immunity  unless  in  cases  in  which  that  law  allows  her  to  be 
entered  or  visited.'' 

Mr.  Webster,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Lord  Ashbnrton,  Aug.  8,  1842.  M8S.  Notes,  Great 
Bri  tain ;  6  Webster's  Works,  3 17.  For  other  portions  of  this  letter,  see  tit/ra, 
$  331. 

*<  In  the  letter  of  Mr.  Webster  to  Lord  Ashburton,  of  the  Ist  August, 
1842,  the  principles  of  the  law  of  nations  which  apply  to  the  subject 
were  discussed  with  great  clearness  and  ability.  To  that  letter  I  refer 
you.  It  will  be  perceived  that  Mr.  Webster  does  not  'proi>08e  the  intro. 
duction  of  any  new  principle  into  the  law  of  nations.'  He  contends 
that  <  a  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  beyond  the  distance  of  a  marine  league 
from  the  shore,  is  regarded  as  part  of  the  territory  of  the  nation  to 
which  she  belongs,  and  subjected  exclusively  to  the  jurisdiction  of  that 
nation ;  and  consequently,  if  those  who  have  charge  of  her  endeavor,  in 
good  faith,  to  keep  hei*  at  sea,  that  is,  within  that  exclusive  jurisdiction, 
and  if,  contrary  to  their  will,  she  be  forced  within  another  jurisdiction 
by  stress  of  weather,  by  violence,  or  other  necessity,  she  does  not  cease 
to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  her  own  country.  In  this  case,  however, 
such  jurisdiction  is  not  exclusive  to  all  purposes.  'For  any  unlawful 
acts  done  by  her  while  thus  lying  in  port,  and  for  all  contracts  entered 
into  while  there,  by  her  master  and  owners,  she  and  they  must  doubt* 
less  be  answerable  to  the  laws  of  the  place.' 

<<  Mr.  Webster  further  contends  that  ^  by  the  comity  of  the  law  of 
nations,  and  the  practice  of  modern  times,  merchant  vessels  entering 
open  i)orts  of  other  nations  for  the  parpose  of  trade,  are  presumed  to 
be  allowed  to  bring  with  them  and  to  retain,  for  their  protection  and 
government,  the  jurisdiction  and  laws  of  their  own  country.'  These,  of 
course,  extend  both  over  persons  and  things,  subject  always  to  the  laws 
of  the  place,  in  cases  of  crimes,  contracts,  &c.,  as  above  mentioned.  The 
right  here  claimed  is  not  in  derogation  of  the  sovereignty  of  the  place 
where  the  vessels  may  be,  but  is  presumed  to  be  allowed  by  that  sov- 
ereignty." 

Mr.  Upshnr,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Everett,  N0Y.S8,  1843.    MSS.  Inst.,  Great 
Britain. 

<<  I  claim  a  total  immunity  for  the  vessels  of  the  United  States  ^  upon 
the  common  and  unappropriated  parts  of  the  ocean,'  to  use  the  expres- 
sion of  Lord  Stowell,  in  time  of  peace,  under  all  drcumstanceB.    There 
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18  no  case  in  which  a  forcible  entrance  into  them  can  be  jnBtifled  by 
another  power ;  that  is,  there  is  no  case  in  which  such  entry  is  a  lawful 
act.  It  may  be  ao  excusable  one  under  peculiar  circumstances,  of  en- 
trance and  of  conduct,  which  might  well  induce  the  aggrieved  party  to 
renounce  all  claim  for  reparation.  As,  for  instance,  if  a  piratical  ves- 
sel were  known  to  be  cruising  in  certain  latitudes,  and  a  national  armed 
ship  should  fall  in  with  a  vessel  sailing  in  those  regions,  and  answering 
to  the  description  given  of  the  pirate,  the  visitation  of  a  peaceable 
merchantman  in  such  case,  with  a  view  to  ascertain  her  true  character, 
could  give  no  reasonable  cause  of  offense  to  the  nation  to  which  she 
might  belong,  and  whose  flag  she  carried." 

Mr.  Cnss,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Osma,  May  22, 1858.  MSS.  Notes,  Pent.    (See  infray 
^  327.) 

*'  The  jurisdiction  of  every  independent  nation  over  the  merchant  ves- 
sels of  other  nations  lying  within  its  own  harbors  is  absolute  and  ex- 
clusive. Nothing  but  its  authority  can  justify  a  ship  of  war  belonging 
to  another  nation  in  seizing  or  detaining  a  vessel  thus  situated  for  any 
cause  or  ])retest  whatever.  •  •  •  There  is  no  power  on  earth  which 
would  assert  this  principle  with  more  determination  and  energy  than 
the  United  States,  and,  therefore,  there  is  no  power  which  ought  more 
carefully  to  avoid  any  violation  of  it  in  their  conduct  towards  other 
nations." 

Mr.  Bachanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Wise,  Sept.  27, 1645.    MSS.  Inst.,  Brazil. 

^^  Referring  to  the  case  of  Albert  Allen  Gardner,  master  of  the 
American  ship  Anna  Camp,  tried  in  the  county  court  at  Liverpool,  in 
May  last,  copies  of  certain  papers  relating  to  which  were  forwarded  to 
you  by  General  Badeau,  J  desire  to  call  your  attention  to  the  claim  of 
jurisdiction  put  forth  by  the  local  common-law  courts  of  Great  Britain 
in  this  and  other  similar  cases. 

^^  It  seems  to  be  claimed  by  the  courts  in  question  that  their  jurisdic- 
tion extends  to  the  hearing  and  determining  of  causes  arising  upon 
complaints  between  masters  and  mariners  of  vessels  of  the  United 
States,  not  only  when  the  occurrences  upon  which  the  complaint  may 
be  iouiided  took  place  within  British  ports  or  waters,  but  also  when  the 
offense  which  is  made  the  ground  of  action  was  committed  on  board 
the  vessel  on  the  high  seas. 

*<The  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction  by  the  local  common-law  courts  at 
liiverpool  has  already  been  the  cause  of  much  annoyance  and,  in  some 
instances,  serious  inconvenience  to  masters  and  owners  of  American 
vessels,  and  if  persisted  in  may  affect  injuriously  the  interests  of  Amer- 
ican shipping. 

**  The  courts  o;  the  United  States,  even  those  possessing  admiralty 
jarisdiclion,  have  repeatedly  declined  to  take  cognizance  of  cases  of 
this  nature  when  the  parties  to  t»ie  action  were  seamen  and  masters  of 
foreign  vessels.  The  reasons  assigned  by  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  for  refusing  to  entertain  jurisdiction  of  such  cases  are  believed 
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to  be  in  accord  with  the  general  practice  of  other  maritime  powers,  and 
8api>orted  by  the  principles  of  international  maritime  law,  as  under- 
stood and  interpreted  by  the  highest  judicial  authority  of  maritime 
nations. 

^^  In  a  case  of  controversy  between  the  crew  and  the  master  of  the 
British  ship  Reliance,  sought  to  be  prosecute4  before  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States  in  the  city  of  New  York,  the  master  and  crew  in 
question  being  British  subjects,  the  court,  in  declining  to  entertain  the 
case,  says:  ^The  admiralty  courts  of  the  United  States  will  decline 
jurisdiction  of  controversies  arising  between  foreign  masters  and  own- 
ers unless  the  voyage  has  been  broken  up  or  the  seamen  unlawfuUy 
discharged.  It  is  expected,'  continues  the  same  judge,  ^  that  a  foreign 
seaman  seeking  to  prosecute  an  action  of  this  description  in  the  courts 
of  this  country  will  procure  the  official  sanction  of  the  commercial  or 
political  representative  of  the  country  to  which  he  belongs,  or  that 
good  reasons  will  be  shown  for  allowing  his  suit  in  the  absence  of  such 
refusal.  This  court,'  adds  the  learned  judge,  'has  repeatedly  discoun- 
tenanced actions  by  foreign  seamen  against  foreign  vessels  not  termi- 
nating their  voyages  at  this  port  as  being  calculated  to  embarrass  com- 
mercial transactions  and  relations  between  this  country  and  others  in 
friendly  relations  with  it.' 

*'The  justice  and  wisdom  of  those  observations  of  the  court  will  be  at 
once  obvious.  The  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  instructions  of 
this  Department  to  its  consular  officers  resident  in  foreign  countries, 
provide  with  more  than  ordinary  care  for  the  adjustment  of  all  ques- 
tions of  controversy  which  may  arise  between  the  masters  and  crews  of 
American  vessels  growing  oat  of  the  relations  of  such  masters  and 
seamen  on  board  the  vessels  while  on  the  high  seas  or  in  the  ports 
of  foreign  powers ;  and  where  offenses  are  committed  by  either  mas- 
ter or  mariner,  or  other  questions  of  dispute  between  them  arise  which 
are  beyond  the  province  of  the  consul  to  determine,  ample  provision  is 
made  by  law  for  the  trial  and  punishment  of  such  offenses  and  the  set- 
tlement of  those  questions  by  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  These 
provisions  of  the  law  and  consular  regulations  of  this  country  are  be- 
lieved, moreover,  to  be  in  general  harmony  with  existing  laws  and  reg- 
lations  of  Great  Britain  on  this  subject. 

"  This  Department,  as  you  are  aware,  has  repeatedly  brought  to  the 
attention  of  Her  Majesty's  Government  the  necessity  of  a  consular 
convention  between  the  two  countries,  the  existence  of  which  would 
do  much  to  obviate  in  future  occurrences  such  as  that  now  com- 
plained of.  It  is  not  designed  in  this  connection  to  renew  any  dis- 
cussion of  that  subject  now,  as  yo\i  are  fully  informed  that  this  Gov- 
ernment is  now,  as  it  has  been  heretofore,  ready  to  enter  into  a 
convention  on  that  subjec*:.  , 

"  You  will  avail  yourself  of  the  earliest  opportunity  to  bring  the 
question  involved  in  the  case  of  Captain  Gardner  to  the  attention  of 
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Her  Majesty's  Government,  with  the  expression  of  the  hope  indulged 
by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  that  measures  will  be  adopted 
to  prevent  in  future  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  by  the  local  common- 
law  courts  of  Great  Britain  in  controversies  arising  between  the  mas- 
ters and  seamen  of  vessels  of  the  United  States  growing  out  of  occur- 
rences on  board  their  vessels  on  the  high  seas." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.   of  State,  to  Mr.  Schenck,  Nov.  8,  1873.     MSS.  Inst.,  Great 
Britain. 

"  Eeferring  to  my  instruction  of  the  8th  of  November,  1873  (No. 
476),  in  relation  to  jurisdiction  assumed  bythe  local  common-law  courts 
of  Great  Britain,  in  bases  of  disputes  arising  between  the  masters  and 
crews  of  merchant  vessels  of  the  United  States,  I  now  transmit  to  you 
a  copy  of  a  dispatch  recently  received  by  the  Department  from  the 
United  States  vice-consul  at  Hong-Kong,  together  with  a  copy  of  its 
inclosures,  relating  to  a  case  between  Joseph  D.  Ellis,  the  steward  of 
the  American  ship  Lathley  Eich,  and  Thomas  Mitchell,  the  master 
of  that  vessel,  in  which  the  jurisdiction  complained  of  was  assumed 
and  exercised  by  the  local  courts  of  that  colony.  Complaints  have  also 
recently  reached  the  Department  from  Melbourne  and  Singapore  of  a 
similar  assumption  of  jurisdiction  by  the  local  courts  of  these  colonies. 

"The  laws  of  the  United  States  make  ample  provision  for  the  regula- 
tion and  protection  of  the  seamen  of  the  United  States,  and  for  the  set- 
tlement of  all  disputes  which  may  arise  between  the  masters  and  crews 
of  American  vessels  before  the  consuls  of  the  United  States  resident  in 
the  ports  of  foreign  countries,  carefully  reserving,  at  the  same  time,  to 
the  parties  all  the  rights  and  remedies  that  are  secured  to  them  bylaw 
through  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 

'*  Regulations  similar  in  character  for  the  government  and  police  of 
their  merchant  marine  are  established  by  the  Government  of  Great 
Britain,  and,  indeed,  by  the  Governments  of  most,  if  not  all,  commercial 
nations,  and  this  Govemnient  has  never  failed  to  recognize  the  effect- 
ive beneficence  of  such  domestic  regulations  in  promoting  discipline, 
order,  and  good  government  on  vessels  engaged  in  the  merchant  serv- 
ice. They  rest  upon  principles  of  convenience,  international  comity, 
and  well-settled  rules  of  public  law.  The  claim  of  jurisdiction  made  by 
the  local  common-law  courts  of  Great  Britain,  and  particularly  by  the 
colonial  tribunals,  is  conceived  to  be  in  contravention  of  those  prin- 
ciples; and  the  exercise  of  it,  moreover,  calculated  to  work  serious  in- 
jury to  the  commerce  of  the  United  States  in  those  ports  where  it  ob- 
tains, and  to  the  interests  of  the  vessels  which,  from  time  to  time,  be- 
come the  subjects  of  such  unauthorized  interference. 

''Acting  in  the  spirit  of  these  views,  this  Government  hiuson  several 
occasions,  when  interference  of  a  similar  character  by  local  courts  or 
magistrates  of  this  country,  in  the  case  of  British  vessels,  has  been 
brought  to  its  notice  by  Her  Majesty's  Government,  pnnnptly  made 
such  complaints  the  subject  of  inquiry  and  <;orrectioiT. 
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"On  the  I9th  of  February,  1873,  Her  Majesty's  minister  at  this  capital 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Department  a  case,  occnrring  at  Galves- 
ton, Texas,  in  which  the  master  of  the  British  ship  Bucephalus  had 
been  arraigned  before  a  local  State  magistrate,  who  happened,  also,  to 
be  a  United  States  commissioner,  upon  the  complaint  of  one  Thomas 
Moffit,  a  seaman  of  that  vessel,  for  an  alleged  assault,  commenced  while 
the  ship  was  at  sea  and  continued  after  her  arrival  at  that  iK>rt.  The 
case  was  referred  by  this  Department  to  the  Attorney-General,  and  that 
officer  instituted  an  immediate  investigation.  It  was  fbund,  upon  in- 
quiry, that  the  magistrate  in  question  had  instituted  the  proceedings 
in  his  capacity  of  justice  of  the  peace,  an  office  which  he  held  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  Texas,  and  not  as  United  States  commissioner, 
and  that  upon  being  advised  by  the  United  States  district  attorney  for 
that  district  that  it  was  not  a  matter  of  which  either  the  authorities  of 
the  United  States  or  of  the  State  should  take  cognizance,  the  master 
being  amenable  to  the  laws  of  the  nation  to  which  his  vessel  belonged, 
the  complaint  was  at  once  dismissed  by  the  magistrate.  In  the  same 
note  the  British  minister  complained  of  certain  proceedings  of  two 
United  States  commissioners  at  l^ew  Orleans  with  reference  to  the 
discharge  of  seamen  from  a  British  vessel  at  that  port,  the  seamen  in 
question  being  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  claiming  the  interposi- 
tion of  the  local  authorities  on  that  ground.  These  officers  were  also  in- 
structed that  such  interference  with  the  police  regulations  established  by 
Great  Britain  for  the  government  of  their  merchant  vessels  was  contrary 
to  the  policy  of  this  Government,  and  that  even  in  cases  where  the  right 
of  the  local  magistrates  to  assert  the  jurisdiction  was  undoubted,  its 
exercise  should  be  avoided.  These  instructions  have  been  adhered  to, 
and  there  has  since  been  no  recurrence  at  that  port  of  the  interference 
then  complained  of. 

<'In  another  case,  which  occurred  at  Oharleston,  S.  C,  and  which  was 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Department  by  Sir  Edward  Thornton 
in  a  note  of  the  6th  of  May,  1874,  in  which  it  appeared  that  John  Bogan, 
a  seaman  of  the  British  ship  Amelie,  complained  before  a  United 
States  commissioner  of  ill  treatment  received  at  the  hands  of  the  cap- 
tain of  that  vessel,  it  turned  out,  upon  inquiry,  that  the  commissioner 
was  not  advised  of  the  nationality  of  the  vessel  when  he  issued  his  war- 
rant of  arrest,  and,  that  as  soon  as  the  fact  was  disclosed  to  him  that 
the  occurrences  complained  of  took  place  upon  a  British  vessel,  he 
promptly  advised  the  United  States  district  attorney  of  that  circum- 
stance, and,  upon  the  advice  of  the  latter  officer,  immediately  dismissed 
the  complaint. 

'^  In  these  several  cases,  occurring  in  the  United  States,  it  must  also  be 
noticed  that  the  proceedings  were  taken  by  petty  or  inferior  magistrates, 
who  may  not  reasonably  be  supposed  to  be  learned  in  the  law,  while  in 
the  case  of  the  Lathley  Eich,  at  Hong-Kong,  the  proceedings  were 
commenced  before,  a  nisi  prit^  court  aod  ultimately  heard  and  deter- 
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mined  on  appeal  before  the  supreme  court  of  tfae  colony,  and  tbe  same 
is  true  of  some  cases  which  occurred  at  Melbourne.  ' 

^^The  instances  thus  given,  taken  in  connection  with  the  practice  and 
doctrine  laid  down  b}^  Mr.  Justice  Betts  in  the  United  States  court  for 
New  York,  sitting  in  admiralty,  to  which  I  adverted  in  my  No.  476  to 
you,  serves  to  show  the  uniform  regard  in  which  these  principles  of  in- 
ternational comity  and  convenience  have  been  held  by  the  Government 
of  the  United  States. 

^'  It  is  therefore  with  regret  that  I  notice  the  absence  of  a  reciprocal 
respect  for  these  principles  in  the  administration  of  the  local  courts  of 
Great  Britain,  and  particularly  in  Her  Majesty's  colonies,  in  their  pro> 
ceedings  towards  American  merchant  vessels. 

"  Bearing  in  mind  the  views  expressed  in  my  former  instruction  (No. 
476),  it  is  desired  that  you  will  take  the  earliest  favorable  opportunity 
of  bringing  to  the  attention  of  Her  Majesty's  Government  the  case  of 
the  Lathley  Bich,  now  transmitted  in  connection  with  the  general 
question  of  the  jurisdiction  referred  to,  and  you  will  represent  to  Earl 
Derby  the  interest  felt  by  this  Government  in  the  adoption  of  such 
measures  by  that  of  Great  Britain  as  will  prevent  a  recurrence  of  such 
cases,  and  be  effective,  especially  as  regards  the  colonial  courts,  in 
putting  a  stop  to  this  exercise  of  jurisdiction,  at  once  injurious  to  the 
interests  of  the  vessels  which  may  be  the  subjects  of  it,  and  the  pos- 
sible cause  of  international  inconvenience  to  two  nations  so  largely  in- 
tereste<l  in  the  commerce  of  the  world  as  are  those  of  the  United 
States  and  Great  Britain." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  ScheDck,  March  12,  1875.    MSS.  Inst.,  Great 
Britain:  For.  Bel..  1875. 

The  position  that  a  ship  at  sea  is  a  part  of  the  country  whose  flag  she 
bears  is  assailed  in  the  North  American  Review  of  July,  1862  (vol.  95, 8), 
and  the  reason  is  given  that  such  ships  on  entering  ports  are  subject  in 
police  matters  to  the  law  of  the  port.  But  the  rule  itself  is  subject  to 
this  limitation,  bi'ing  only  applicable  to  <<  ships  at  sea."  It  would  be 
ns  logfioal  to  deny  the  allegiance  of  a  subject  to  his  sovereign  on  the 
;rroiind  that  when  he  sojourns  in  a  foreign  land  he  becomes  bound, 
wh4*n  in  that  laud,  by  its  police  laws. 

A  ship  cannot  draw  around  her  a  line  of  jurisdiction  and  appropriate 
Ko  much  of  the  ocean  as  she  may  deem  necessary  for  her  protection,  and 
])revent  any  nearer  approach. 

Tbe  Marianna  Flora,  11  Wheaton,  1. 

A  ship  at  sea  is  regarded  in  international  law  as  a  portion  of  the 
territory  of  the  nation  whose  flag  she  carries  and  as  subject  to  that 
nation's  jurisdiction. 

Crapo  r.  Kelly,  16  Wallsico,  GIO. 

"  A  vessel  at  sea  is  considered  as  part  of  the  territory  to  which  it  be- 
longs when  at  home.    It  ciirries  with  it  the  local  ieg<al  rights  and  legal 
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jurisdiction  of  such  locality.    All  on  board  are  endowed  and  subject  ac- 
cordiogly.'^ 

Swayne,  J. ;  Wilson  v.  McNamee,  102  U.  S.,  574;  S.  P.,  Maclachlan,  Merch.  Ship., 
3d  ed.,  64,  65, 140. 

A  person  on  board  of  an  American  vessel  is,  in  contemplation  of  law, 
within  the  territory  and  jorisdiction  of  the  United  States. 

Re  Moncan,  14  Fed.  Rep'r,  44. 

<^  The  extraterritorial  jnrisdiction  of  a  nation,  exclusive  or  concurrent, 
extends  over  the  following  places : 

'^  1.  All  the  land  or  water  included  within  the  lines  of  its  fleets  or 
armies,  exclusive  in  respect  to  its  own  members,  and  concurrent  with 
that  of  the  nation  owning  the  territory,  in  respect  to  members  of  that 
or  of  any  other  nation. 

^^  2.  All  ships  bearing  its  national  character,  exclusive  except  in  the 
case  of  a  private  ship  within  the  limits  of  another  nation,  and  in  that 
case,  concurrent  with  such  nation." 

<^  4.  Vessels  belonging  to  the  citizens  of  the  nation  on  the  high  seas, 
and  public  vessels,  wherever  found,  have  some  of  the  attributes  of  ter- 
ritory. 

Field,  Int.  Code,  i  309. 

^  <^In  regard,  however,  to  the  territorial  character  of  vessels  it  is  nec- 
essary to  be  more  definite,  for  if  they  have  this  property  in  some  re- 
spects but  not  in  all,  only  false  and  illogical  deductions  can  be  drawn 
from  an  unqualified  statement.  Is  it  true,  then,  that  they  are  iden- 
tical in  their  properties  with  territory  t  If  a  ship  is  confiscated  on  ac- 
count of  piracy  or  of  violation  of  custom-house  laws  in  a  foreign  port, 
or  in  there  attached  by  the  owner's  creditor  and  becomes  his  property, 
we  never  think  that  territory  has  been  taken  away.  For  a  crime  com- 
mitted in  port  a  vessel  may  be  chased  into  the  high  seas  and  there  ar- 
rested, without  a  suspicion  that  territorial  rights  have  been  violateil, 
while  to  chase  a  criminal  across  the  borders  and  seize  him  on  foreign 
soil  is  a  gross  ofifense  against  sovereignty.  Again,  a  private  vessel  when 
it  arrives  in  a  foreign  port,  ceases  to  be  regarded  as  territory,  unless 
treaty  provides  otherwise,  and  then  becomes  merely  the  property  of 
aliens.  If  injury  is  done  to  it,  it  is  an  injury  which  indirectly  affects 
the  sovereign  of  the  alien,  whereas  injuries  to  tenltory,  properly  so 
called,  aflect  the  public  power  in  an  immediate  manner.  It  is  unsafe, 
then,  to  argue  on  the  assumption  that  ships  are  altogether  territory',  at« 
will  appear,  perhaps,  when  we  come  to  consider  the  laws  of  maritime 
warfare.  On  the  other  hand,  private  ships  have  certain  qualities  re- 
sembling those  of  territory :  (1)  As  against  their  crews  on  the  hi^h 
seas  'y  for  the  territorial  or  municipal  law  accompanies  them  as  loii^  as 
they  are  beyond  the  reach  of  other  law,  or  until  they  come  within  the 
bounds  of  some  other  jurisdiction.  (2)  As  against  foreigners,  who  are 
excluded  on  the  high  seas  from  any  act  of  sovereignty  over  them,  just 
as  if  they  were  a  part  of  the  soil  of  their  country.  Public  vessels  stand 
on  higher  ground;  they  are  not  only  public  property,  built  or  bought 
by  the  Government,  but  they  are,  as  it  were,  floating  barracks,  a  part 
of  the  public  organism,  and  represent  the  national  dignity,  and  on  these 
accounts,  even  in  foreign  ports,  are  exempt  from  the  local  jurisdiction. 
In  both  ftases,  however,  it  is  on  account  of  the  crew,  rather  than  of  the 
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ship  itself,  that  they  have  auy  territorial  quality.  Take  the  crew  away, 
let  the  abandoued  hulk  be  met  at  sea ;  it  now  becomes  property,  and 
nothing  more." 

Woolsey,  Int.  Law,  $  54. 


IX.  CRIME8  AT  SEA  SUBJECT  TO  COUNTRY  OF  FLAG 

§  33a. 

^^  I  have  no  doubt  that  an  offense,  committed  on  board  a  public  ship 
of  war,  on  the  high  seas,  is  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
nation  to  whom  the  ship  belongs.  How  far  the  President  of  the 
United  States  would  be  justifiable  in  directing  the  judge  to  deliver 
up  the  offender  is  not  clear.  I  have  no  objection  to  advise  and  re- 
quest him  to  do  it." 

President  Adams  to  Mr.  Pickeringi  Sec.  of  State,  May  21,  1799 ;  8  John  Ad- 
ams's Works,  651. 

[The  district  Judge  of  South  Carolina  had  declined  to  deliver  up  to  Sir  Hyde 
Parker  a  seaman  who  had  been  engaged  in  a  mutiny  and  mnrder  of  the  offi- 
cers of  the  British  frigate  Hermione.] 

As  to  Bobbins'  case,  see  infra,  $  271a. 

"  I  inclose  herewith  a  copy  of  a  dispatch  recently  received  from  A. 
O.  Litchfield,  esq.,  consul-general  of  the  United  States  at  Calcutta,  in 
relation  to  the  case  of  one  John  Anderson,  an  ordinary  seaman  on 
board  the  American  bark  C.  O.  Whitmore,  who,  it  appears,  stabbed 
and  killed  the  first  officer  of  the  ship  on  the  31st  of  January  last, 
while  that  vessel  was  on  her  way  from  New  York  to  Calcutta,  sixteen 
days  from  her  port  of  departure,  and  on  the  high  seas  in  latitude  25<^ 
35'  N.  and  longitude  35°  50'  W. 

'^  You  will  perceive  that  the  consul-general  invoked  the  aid  of  the 
local  police  authorities  in  securing  the  safe  custody  of  the  accused, 
who  was  a  prisoner  of  the  United  States,  until  he  could  complete  the 
necessary  arrangements  for  sending  him  to  this  country  for  trial, 
against  whose  municipal  laws  only  he  was  accused  of  having  of- 
fended, and  that  while  thus  in  tbe  temporary  custody  of  the  local  po- 
lice, the  colonial  authorities  took  judicial  cognizance  of  the  matter, 
claiming,  under  the  advice  of  the  advocate- general  of  the  colony,  that, 
under  a  colonial  statute,  which  confers  upon  the  courts  of  the  colony 
jurisdiction  of  crimes  committed  by  a  British  subject  on  the  high 
seas,  even  though  such  crimes  be  committed  on  the  ship  of  a  for- 
eign nation,  and  that  inasmuch  as  the  accused,  although  appearing 
on  the  ship's  articles  under  the  name  of  John  Anderson,  subject  of 
Sweden,  had  declared  that  his  real  name  was  Alfred  Hussey,  and  that 
he  was  a  native  of  Liverpool  and  therefore  a  Brinsh  subject,  the  case 
came  within  the  jurisdiction  of  those  courts. 

**  The  matter  is  now  believed  to  have  reached  tbiit  [)oint  in  the  judi- 
cial proceedings  where  effective  measures  for  asserting  tbe  jurisdic- 
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tional  rights  of  the  United  States  would  be  anavoidable  in  this  par- 
ticalar  case.  And  whilst  I  entertain  no  doabt  that  the  accused  will 
receive  as  fair  a  trial  in  the  high  court  of  Calcutta,  where  it  is  under- 
stood he  is  to  be  tried,  as  he  would  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States,  in  which  tribunal  he  would  be  arraigned  were  he  sent  here  for 
trial,  I  deem  it  proper,  at  the  same  time,  to  instruct  yon  to  bring  the 
question  to  the  attention  of  her  Majesty's  Government,  in  order  to 
have  it  distinctly  understood  that  this  case  cannot  be  admitted  by  this 
Government  as  a  precedent  for  any  similar  cases  that  may  arrise  in 
the  future.  No  principle  of  public  law  is  better  understood  nor  more 
universally  recognized  than  that  merchant  vessels  on  the  high  seas 
are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  nation  to  which  they  belong,  and 
that  as  to  common  crimes  committed  on  such  vessels  while  on  the  high 
seas,  the  competent  tribunals  of  the  vessel's  nation  have  exclusive  ju- 
risdiction of  the  questions  of  trial  and  punishment  of  any  person  thus 
accused  of  the  commission  of  a  crime  against  its  municipal  laws ;  the 
nationality  of  the  accused  can  have  no  more  to  do  with  the  question 
of  jurisdiction  than  it  would  had  he  committed  the  same  crime  within 
the  geographical  territorial  limits  of  the  nation  against  whose  munic- 
ipal laws  he  offetids.  The  merchant  ship,  while  on  the  high  seas,  is, 
as  the  ship  of  war  is  everywhere,  a  part  of  the  territory  of  the  nation 
to  which  she  belongs. 

^<  I  pass  over  the  apparent  breach  of  comity  in  the  proceeding  of 
the  colonial  officials  as  being  rather  the  result  of  inadvertence  and 
possible  misconception  on  the  part  of  the  Government  law  officer  of 
the  colony,  than  any  design  to  question  the  sovereignty  of  the  United 
States  in  this  or  cases  of  a  similar  nature." 

Mr.  Evarte,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Welsh,  July  11,  1879.    MSS.  Inst.,  Great  Brit. ; 

For.  Eel.,  1879. 
That  a  crime  by  a  foreigner  in  a  United  States  ship  is  cognizable  by  the  United 

States,  see,  farther,  Whart.  Or.  Law,  $  269. 
Cf.  notice  of  Ross'  case  in  President  Arthur's  first  annaal  message,  Dec.  5,  1881, 

iii/ra,  $  125. 

^^  Referring  to  my  instruction  No.  328,  of  the  11th  instant,  in  relation 
to  the  case  of  John  Anderson,  alias  Alfred  Hussey,  and  the  claim  of 
jurisdiction  advanced  and  exercised  in  relation  thereto  by  the  high 
court  of  Calcutta,  a  British  tribunal,  notwithstanding  that  the  accused 
was  a  seaman  upon  the  American  bark  C.  O.  Whitmore,  and  the  crime 
for  which  he  was  tried  was  committed  on  the  high  seas,  I  have  now  to 
transmit  for  your  further  information,  and  as  material  to  the  intelligent 
discussion  of  the  points  involved,  should  Her  Majesty's  Government 
provoke  argument  thereon,  copy  of  an  additional  dispatch,  dated  the 
10th  ultimo,  received  from  Gonsul-General  Litchfield,  in  which  the  later 
proceedings  of  the  high  court,  comprising  further  assertion  and  exercise 
of  jurisdictional  power  in  the  premises,  are  so  fully  set  forth  that  it  is 
found  unnecessary  to  your  understanding  of  the  case  to  send  you  trans- 
cript of  the  voluminous  appendices  transmitted  by  the  consul-general. 
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"  Pending  the  reply  of  Her  Majesty's  Government  to  the  dispassion- 
ate representations  you  have  already  been  directed  to  make,  I  have  no 
farther  observations  to  add  to  those  of  the  consul-general  than  to  re- 
mark that,  while  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  convicting  the  man  of  man- 
slaughter, seems  to  have  been  technically  right  as  to  the  degree  of  the 
crime  committed,  the  partiality  and  unfairness  of  the  proceedings, 
which  this  Government  had  confidently  hoped  would  be  marked  by  the 
most  signal  impartiality  and  fairness,  cannot  but  be  deduced  from  the 
result  of  the  trial.  I  refer  especially  to  the  keeping  back  of  the  testi- 
mony of  witnesses  who  would  have  shown  aggravating  circumstances 
of  guilt;  in  the  notably  strong  recommendation  to  mercy;  and,  more 
than  allf  in  the  character  of  the  sentence,  a  purely  nominal  punishment, 
such  as  would  be  usually  inflicted  for  a  slight  contempt  of  court,  and 
unheard  of  before  in  any  British  court  as  a  measure  of  the  penalty  for 
manslaughter,  the  conviction  for  which  rested  on  the  verdict  of  a  jory, 
the  prisoner  having  been  set  free  within.forty-eight  hours,  without  even 
the  form  of  executive  clemency.  These  facts  are  here  thought  to  justify 
what  might  otherwise  seem  to  be  the  heated  and  indignant  comments 
of  Mr.  Litchfield  on  the  affair ;  and  should  the  assumption  of  British 
jurisdiction  in  the  case  be  defended  by  Her  Majesty's  Government,  the 
circumstances  adverted  to  would  seem  proper  to  be  brought  to  Lord 
Salisbury's  attention,  with  all  the  tempei^nce  of  representation  per- 
mitted by  the  facts  themselves,  and  as  justifying  the  ground  taken, 
with  respect  to  such  assumption  of  jurisdiction,  in  my  previous  instruc- 
tion Ko.  328." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Welsh,  July  29,  1879.  MSS.  Inst.,  Great  Brit. ; 
For.  Eel,  1879. 

^^  I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  dispatch  No.  17,  of  the 
16th  ultimo,  inclosing  a  copy  of  the  correspondence  between  your  lega- 
tion and  the  foreign  office  in  relation  to  the  case  of  John  Anderson,  who 
was  tried  in  Calcutta  for  a  crime  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on 
board  a  vessel  of  the  United  States  on  the  high  seas,  which  corre- 
spondence contains  an  expression  of  the  regret  of  Her  Majesty's  Gov- 
ernment that  the  action  of  the  authorities  at  Calcutta  in  the  case  in 
question  should  have  been  governed  by  a  view  of  the  law  which,  in  the 
opinion  of  Her  Majesty's  Government,  cannot  be  supported. 

"  In  reply,  I  have  to  instruct  you  to  convey  to  the  pnoper  quarter  an 
expression  of  this  Department's  appreciation  of  the  candor  and  good- 
will with  which  Her  Majesty's  Government  have  considered  this  matter, 
and  to  say,  moreover,  that  it  has  afforded  this  Government  great  satis- 
faction to  learn  that  the  action  of  the  authorities  of  Calcutta  in  the  case 
of  Anderson  is  to  be  attributed  to  a  misconception,  and  not  to  any  de- 
sign to  question  the  jurisdiction  of  the  IThited  States  in  that  or  any 
similar  case." 

Mr.  Hay,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lowell,  July  7,  1880.    MSS.  Inst.,  Great 
Brit. ;  For.  Bel,  18H0. 
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The  GovernmeDt  of  Ghi]i  has  Do  jurisdiction  over  a  merchant  vessel 
of  the  United  States  on  the  high  seas  so  as  to  enable  it  to  proceed 
against  that  vessel  or  its  officers,  when  in  a  Chilian  port,  for  cruelty 
on  the  high  seas  to  a  Chilian  subject  on  board  that  vessel. 

Bfr.  Frelingbnyseu,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Loi^an,  Oct.  15,  18n3.    M8S.  Inst.^ 
Chili. 

Murder  or  robbery  committed  on  the  high  seas  may  be  cognizable  by 
the  courts  of  the  United  States,  though  committed  on  board  of  a  vessel 
not  belonging  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  if  she  had  no  national 
character,  but  was  held  and  possessed  by  pirates  or  persons  not  law- 
fully sailing  under  the  flag  of  any  foreign  nation. 

U.  S.  V.  Holmes,  5  Wheaton,  412.     Infra,  $  380,  ff. 

Where  a  gun  was  fired  from  an  American  ship  lying  in  a  harbor  of 
one  of  the  Society  Islands,  killing  a  person  on  board  a  schooner  be- 
longing to  the  natives  in  the  harbor,  it  was  held  by  Judge  Story  that 
the  act  was,  in  contemplation  of  law,  committed  on  board  the  foreign 
schooner  where  the  shot  took  effect,  and  that  jurisdiction  of  the  offense 
belonged  to  the  foreign  Government  and  not  to  the  courts  of  the  United 
States.  Where  a  prisoner  under  such  circumstances  was  sent  home  for 
trial,  it  was  held  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction. 

U.  S.  V,  DaYiB,  2  Snmner,  482. 

Offenses  committed  on  the  high  seas,  on  vessels  belonging  exclusively 
to  the  subjects  of  a  foreign  power,  are  not  punishable  in  the  courts 
of  the  United  States. 

8  Op.,  484,  Grundy,  1839. 

Grimes  committed  on  board  a  merchant  ship  on  the  high  seas  are 
triable  only  by  the  authorities  of  the  country  to  which  she  belongs. 

The  authorities  of  a  foreign  country  may,  at  the  instance  of  a  consul 
from  the  country  to  which  the  ship  belongs,  assist  in  detaining  the 
persons  charged,  but  they  cannot  detain  them  otherwise. 

Afortioriy  they  cannot  go  on  board  the  ship  and  rearrest  them,  after 
they  have  been  in  their  custody  and  have  been  returned. 

The  citizenship  of  the  accused  does  not  affect  the  question  of  juris- 
diction. 

8  Op.,  73,  pushing,  1856. 

See  discussion  of  this  case  in  Mr.  Marcy's  instructions  to  Mr.  Moaon,  Sept.  8, 
ia*S6.    MSS.  Tnst.,  France. 

"The  courts  of  the  United  States  have  no  jurisdiction  to  redress 
any  supposed  torts  committed  on  the  high  seas  upon  the  property  of 
its  citizens  by  a  cruiser  regularly  commissioned  by  a  foreign  and 
friendly  power,  except  where  such  cruiser  has  been  fitted  out  in  viola- 
tion of  its  neutrality.  The  courts  of  the  captors  are  open  for  redress, 
and  an  injured  neutral  may  there  obtain  indemnity  for  a  wanton  or 
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illicit  captare.  Nor  i8  the  jarisdiction  of  the  neutral  court  enlarged  by 
the  fact  that  the  corpus  no  longer  continues  under  the  control  of  the 
capturing  power.    The  Estrella,  4  Wheat.,  298." 

2  Halleck'B  Int.  Law  (Baker's  ed.),  208. 
As  to  piracy,  see  infra,  $$  380/1 

X.  PORTS  OPEN  TO  ALL  NATIONS. 

§34. 

Ab  to  non-intercourse,  see  infray  $  319. 

Ab  to  embargo  and  closure  of  ports,  see  infra  $  320. 

As  to  neutral's  duty  in  excluding  belligerent  operations,  see  iiifra,  $  396. 

As  to  asylum  to  belligerent  ships,  see  iii/ra,  $  394. 

As  to  territorial  waters  in  general,  see  SMpra,  $  26. 

^'  It  is  consistent  with  the  just  principles,  as  it  is  with  the  interests  of 
the  United  States,  to  receive  the  vessels  of  all  countries  into  their  ports, 
to  whatever  party  belonging  and  under  whatever  flag  sailing,  pirates 
excepted,  requiring  of  them  only  the  payment  of  the  duties,  and  obe- 
dience to  the  laws  while  under  their  jurisdiction,  without  adverting  to 
the  question  whether  they  had  committed  any  violation  of  the  allegiance 
or  laws  obligatory  on  them  in  the  countries  to  which  they  belonged, 
either  in  assuming  such  flag,  or  in  any  other  respect." 

Bir.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  De  Onis,  Jan.  19,  1816.    MSS.  For.  Leg.  Notes. 

While  it  was  i)ermissible,  under  the  law  of  nations,  for  China*  during 
the  French-Chinese  war,  to  sink  obstructions  in  Canton  River  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  the  access  of  French  men-of-war  to  Canton,  such 
obstructions  can  only  be  retained  as  long  as  needed  for  belligerent  pur- 
poses. Their  removal  after  peace  is  required,  not  merely  by  the  treaties 
entered  into  by  China  making  Canton  an  open  port,  but  by  the  law  of 
nations. 

See  tVra,  $  361a. 

Unless  closed  by  local  law,  the  ports  of  a  friendly  nation  are  con- 
sidered as  open  to  the  public  ships  of  all  powers  with  whom  it  is  at 
peace,  and  they  are  supposed  to  enter  such  ports,  and  to  remain  in  them 
while  allowed  to  remain,  under  the  protection  of  the  Government  of  the 
place.  The  implied  license,  under 'which  such  vessel  enters  a  friendly 
port,  may  reasonably  be  construed,  and,  it  seems  to  the  court,  ought 
to  be  construed,  as  containing  an  exemption  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  sovereign  within  whose  territory  she  claims  the  rights  of  hospital- 
ity. 

The  Exchange  v.  McFaddon,  7  Cranoh,  116,  infra,  $  36. 

The  hospitality  of  the  ports  of  the  United  States,  when  a  neutral,  is 
extended  equally  to  the  vessels  of  each  belligerent,  when  visiting  for 
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purposes  of  conveiiieuce,  or  when  driven  to  take  refuge  from  storiUH 
or  a  superior  nuviil  fore«-. 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tacou,  Oct  27,  1827.    MSB.  For.  Leg.  Notes.   Bfr. 
Clay  to  Mr.  Rebello,  Apr.  8,  1828;  ib. 
-     As  to  exemptions  in  cases  of  entrance  through  stress  of  weather,  or  force,  see 
infra,  $  38. 

XI.  MERCHANT  VESSELS  SUBJECT  10  POLICE  LAW  OF  PORT. 

§  35. 

[See,  as  to  consular  Jurisdiction  in  ports,  if^flrot  (  124.] 

Merchant  vessels  in  port  are  subject  to  the  police  law  of  the  port. 

Mr.  Everett,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Ingersoll,  Feb.  17, 1853.    M8S.  Inst,  Great 
Britain.  ^ 

The  a.bduction  by  Chilian  authorities,  in  a  Chilian  port,  from  a  United 
States  whaling  ship,  of  sailors  claimed  to  be  Chilians,  in  time  of  peaice, 
and  without  justifiable  necessity,  is  an  act  at  variance  with  the  comity 
of  nations,  for  which  the  Chilian  Government  may  justly  be  held  re- 
sponsible. 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Peyton,  July  2, 1851.    MSS.  Inst,  Chili. 

<' There  is  no  doubt  of  the  jurisdiction  of  our  officers  and  tribunals  to 
interfere  in  the  way  of  prevention  or  of  punishment  in  breaches  of  the 
peace  occurring  in  American  waters  ui>on  foreign  vessels.  There  is  no 
reason  why  our  police,  civil  or  naval,  should  hesitate  to  board  a  British 
vessel  for  the  purpose  of  quelling  a  mutiny  attended  with  assaults  upon 
the.  officers  or  violent  resistance  to  the  exercise  of  their  legitimate  aa- 
thority  in  subjecting  refractory  seamen  to  temporary  confinement.  The 
difficulty,  however,  is  supposed  to  arise  in  cases  where  seamen  simply 
refuse  to  work,  and  where  confinement  of  them  would  reduce  the  vessel 
to  a  floating  jail,  without  the  power  of  motion.  The  remedy  that  is  sup- 
posed to  be  wanted  is  a  compulsion  upon  the  men  to  do  their  duty — ^in 
other  words,  to  enforce  a  specific  obligation  of  their  contract.  No  offi- 
cer or  tribunal  of  the  United  States  has  the  capacity  to  apply  such  a 
remedy  except  in  execution  of  a  treaty  or  convention,  which  seems 
necessary  as  the  basis  of  laws  of  Congress  regulating  the  mode  of  pro- 
cedure. A  treaty  is  also  necessary  to  justify  the  detention  here  of  a 
foreign  seaman  upon  the  order  of  his  consul,  or  otherwise  than  as  a 
criminal  offender.  ^ 

<<  For  any  intervention  beyond  the  limits  thus  indicated  an  agreement 
between  the  two  Governments  would  seem  to  be  requisite.  I  have  to 
remark,  however,  that  the  question  which  I  have  discussed  is  purely  a 
legal  one,  upon  which  I  ought  to  reserve  myself  for  consultation  with 
the  Attorney-General." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bruce,  Mar.  16,  1866.    MSS.  Notes,  Great 
Britain. 
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^^The  bark  aud  her  master  beiog  within  the  jurisdictional  limits  of 
the  State  of  Georgia,  the  master  undertook  to  resist  by  force  civil 
process  of  the  State  issued  against  him  and  the  owners  of  the  vessel* 
For  this  oftense  against  the  State  a  criminal  proceeding  was  instituted, 
•and  the  cuptain  was  arrested.  He  then  gave  bbnd  in  the  civil  suit  and 
the  criminal  prosecution  waa  abandoned.  There  can,  I  presume,  be 
no  doubt  that  for  the  purposes  of  these  legal  proceedings  the  vessel 
and  her  master  were  at  the  time  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  Georgia, 
and  he  was  bound  to  submit  to  the  execution  of  process  issued  by  her 
regular  constituted  authorities.  I  am,  therefore,  unable  to  see  in  the 
case  any  ground  for  complaint  by  the  Sx>anish  Government  against  the 
United  States." 

Opiuion  of  the  Attorney- General  qnoted  by  Mr.  £vart8,Sec.  of  State,  in  note 
to  Mr.  Mendez,  Deo.  27, 1879.    MSS.  Notes,  Spain. 

^' There  has  never  been  the  slightest  doubt  as  to  the  entire  legality  of 
•extraterritorial  jurisdiction  when  acquired  in  foreign  ports  by  treaty. 
The  first  treaties  creating  such  rights  were  concluded  in  1787  and  1788, 
almost  simultaneously  with  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  and  were 
Tin<Ierstood  by  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  as  compatible  therewith. 
In  the  next  sixty  years  several  other  extraterritorial  treaties  were  con- 
•cluded,  but  no  law  was  even  deemed  necessary  to  the  execution  of  those 
treaties  until  1808,  and  then  the  statute  aimed  simply  to  codify  the 
treaty  rights  acquired  in  a  convenient  form;  it  could  not  create  them. 
And  finally  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  have  fully  sustained 
the  constitutionality  of  the  existing  statutes.'' 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gardiner,  Mar.  16,  1883.    MSS.  Dom. 
Let. 

A  merchant  vessel,  except  under  some  treaty  stipulation,  has  no  ex- 
^'mption  from  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  harbor  in  which  she  is 
lying. 

15  0p.,178,Taft,  1876. 

The  violation,  by  the  master  of  an  American  vessel  at  a  port  in  Ja- 
maica, of  the  British  revenue  laws,  is  not  punishable  by  any  statute  of 
the  United  States. 

16  0p.,283,Deven8,  1879. 

Unlc».ss  treaty  stipulations  provide  otherwise,  a  merchant  vessel  of 
one  country  visiting  the  ports  of  another  for  the  purpose  of  trade  is, 
so  long  as  she  remains,  subject  to  the  laws  which  govern  them. 

U.  S.  V.  Diekelman,  92  U.  S.,  520. 

"In  1856  a  case  arose  in  reference  to  seamen  supposed  not  to  be  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States,  who,  having  committed  a  mutiny  at  sea,  on 
board  of  the  American  vessel  Atalanta,  were  brought  back  in  the  vessel 

8.  Mis.  162— VOL.  I 9  129 


§  35a.]  SOVEREIGNTY    OVER    WATER.  [CHAP.  IL 

to  Marseilles,  where,  ou  the  application  of  the  cousul  of  the  Uuited 
States,  they  were  received  and  imprisoned  by  tlie  local  authorities  oi> 
shore.  Six  of  them  were  afterwards,  ou  his  application,  taken  from 
prison  and  placed  on  board  of  the  Atalauta  for  conveyance  to  the  United 
States,  under  charge  of  crime.  Then,  with  notice  to  the  consul,  but  in 
spite  of  his  remonstranbes,  the  local  authonties  went  on  board  of  the 
Atalanta,  forcibly  resumed  possession  of  the  prisoners,  and  replaced 
them  in  confinement  on  shore.  Mr.  Mason,  in  a  note  of  the  27th  of 
June,  1856,  says :  '  1 1  is  the  first  instance  in  which  a  vessel  wearing  the 
flag  of  the  United  States,  lying  in  a  French  port,  or  a  French  ship  lying 
in  a  port  of  the  United  States,  has,  since  the  date  of  the  treaty,  been 
visited  b^^  police  officers  without  the  authority  of  the  consul.'  (MS» 
Department  of  State.)  The  correspondence  between  the  two  Govern- 
ments having  been  submitted  to  the  Attorney-General  of  the  United 
States,  he  concurred  in  opinion  with  the  American  minister,  that  the 
local  authority  of  Marseilles  exceeded  its  lawful  power,  in  substance  a^ 
well  as  in  form,  and  that  there  could  be  no  conflict  on  the  part  of  France 
with  other  powers  on  account  of  the  nationality  of  the  prisoners,  for 
they  were  always  in  the  constructive,  if  not  in  the  actual,  custody  of 
the  United  States.    Opinion  of  Attorneys  General,  vol.  viii,p.  73." 

Lawrence's  Wheaton,  ed.  1863,  p.  207. 

"  The  state  of  international  law  on  the  subject  of  private  vessels  in 
foreign  ports  •  *  •  may  be  said  to  be  this :  So  far  as  regards  acts 
done  at  sea  before  her  arrival  in  port,  and  acts  done  on  board  in  port 
by  members  of  the  crew  to  one  another,  and  so  far  as  regards  the  gen- 
eral regulation  of  the  rights  and  duties  of  those  belonging  on  hoard^ 
the  vessel  is  exempt  from  local  jurisdiction ;  but,  if  the  acts  done  ou 
board  affect  the  peace  of  the  country  in  whose  port  she  lies,  or  the  per- 
sons or  property  of  its  subjects,  to  that  extent  that  state  has  jurisdic- 
tion. The  local  authorities  have  a  right  to  visit  all  such  vessels  to  as- 
certain the  nature  of  any  alleged  occurrence  on  board.  Of  course,  na 
exemption  is  ever  claimed  for  injuries  done  by  the  vessel  to  property  or 
])ersons  in  port,  or  for  a<;ts  of  her  company  not  done  on  board  the  ves- 
sel, or  for  their  personal  contracts  or  civil  obligations  or  duties  relating 
to  persons  not  of  the  ship's  company.'^ 

Dana's  Wheaton,  $  95,  not-e  58. 
XII.  CRIMES  ON  SUCH  VESSELS,  MOW  FAB  SUBJECT  TO  POBT  LAW. 

§35a. 

The  sovereign  of  a  port  has,  by  the  law  of  nations,  jurisdiction  of 
criminal  offenses  aboard  merchant  vessels  of  such  port,  which  disturb 
the  peace  of  the  port. 

See  Mr.  Van  Buren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Roox  de  RocheUe,  Jan.  27, 1831.    MSS. 
For.  Leg.  Notes. 

'An  assault  committed  on  board  a  United  States  merchant  ship  in  a 
New  Granada  port,  on  a  citizen  of  New  Granada,  is  cognizable  by  New 
Granada,  and  not  by  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Marcy,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Paredes,  Sept.  27, 1853.    MSS.  Notes,  Colomb. 
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*'As  to  the  jurisdiction  over  offenses  committed  on  board  of  a  mer- 
chant vessel  by  the  officers  or  company  of  the  vessel,  towards  each  other, 
while  in  the  harbor  or  waters  of  a  foreign  power,  there  is  considerable 
diversity  of  opinions.  Some  nations  yield  the  jurisdiction  in  such  cases, 
and  some  assert  it. 

^'If  the  United  States  claim  jurisdiction  over  all  offenses  committed 
on  board  of  foreign  private  vessels  in  their  harbors  or  waters,  they 
cannot,  with  consistency,  assert  the  right  to  have  their  citizens  exempt 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  authorities  when  they  commit  similar 
offenses  in  foreign  ports. 

'^  This  question  of  jurisdiction  has  been  under  the  consideration  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  The  views  expressed  by  that 
court  are  those  which  this  Government  approves,  and  is  disposed  to 
abide  by  in  its  intercourse  with  foreign  nations. 

^^As  a  general  rule,  the  Jurisdiction  of  a  nation  is  exclusive  and  abso- 
lute within  its  own  territories,  of  which  harbors  and  littoral  waters  are 
as  clearly  a  part  as  the  land.  Eestrictions  may  be  imposed  upon  it  by 
treaties  and  a  few  have  been  yielded  by  common  consent,  and  thus  have 
come  to  be  regarded  as  rules  of  international  law. 

"There  is  nothing  in  our  treaty  with  Peru  which  debars  her  from 
taking  cognizance  of  such  an  offense  as  is  imputed  to  Captain  Adams. 
Our  right  to  withdraw  him  from  her  general  jurisdiction  over  offenses 
committed  within  her  territories  must  be  derived,  if  we  have  such  a 
right,  from  the  law  of  nations." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Clay,  Ang.  31,  1855.    MSS.  Inst.,  Pern. 

"We  should  undoubtedly  deny  the  right  of  any  foreign  power  to  de- 
mand the  exemption  from  trial  and  punishment  by  our  courts,  of  one  of 
its  subjects,  who  had  committed  a  crime  on  board  of  a  foreign  trading 
vessel  in  one  of  our  harbors,  though  the  offense  should  be  one  which 
only  affected  the  officers,  crew,  or  company  of  that  vessel.  Circum- 
stances might  render  it  proper  to  forego  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  try 
such  an  offender,  but  still  the  right  would  exist,  and  it  would  be  at  our 
option  to  yield  or  enforce  the  exercise  of  it. 

**This  being  our  position  towards  all  nations  where  treaty  stipulations 
do  not  interfere,  they  can  hold  the  same  position  towards  us  without  our 
being  able  to  gainsay  it.'^ 

Ibid. 

*'This  Government  does  not  apply  the  doctrine  of  extraterritoriality  to 
its  private  or  merchant  ships  in  foreign  ports,  except  in  cases  where  it 
has  been  conceded  by  treaty  or  established  usage,  and  it  does  not  pre- 
tend that  it  has  been  so  conceded  in  criminal  cases  to  American  mer- 
chant vessels  in  British  ports.    •    •    • 

"While  each  country'  can  unquestionably  exercise  jurisdiction  in  its 
own  ports  over  the  private  or  merchant  vessels  of  the  other,  it  is  pre- 
sumed there  is  a  mutual  disposition  on  both  sides  not  to  exert  it  in  a 
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way  which  will  interfere  with  the  proper  discipline  of  the  ships  of  either 
nation.  If  every  complaint  of  any  individual  of  the  crew  of  the  vessel 
against  the  officers  for  ill-treatment  is  to  be  taken  np  by  the  civil  au- 
thorities on  shore,  and  these  officers  prosecuted  as  criminals,  commercial 
intercourse  will  be  subjected  to  very  great  annoyance  and  serious  det- 
riment.'^ 

Mr.  Moroy,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Bir.  Crampton,  Apr.  19, 1856.    MS8.  Notes,  Great 
Britain. 

<^The  right  of  the  Italian  authorities  to  search  a  (merchant)  vessel  in 
their  ports  for  a  person  charged  with  crime  is  entire,  unless  it  shall  have 
been  surrendered  by  treaty,  which  was  not  the  fact  in  this  instance. . 
Though  the  deserter  did  not  prove  to  be  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  local  authorities,  as  he  was  arrested  by  toem  at  the  instance  of  the 
British  consul,  they  may  have  supposed  that  they  were  only  discharg- 
ing their  duty  in  the  matter." 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Marsh,  May  2, 1876.    M8S.  InBt,  Italy. 

'^  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  note  of  the  9th 
instant,  in  relation  to  the  cases  of  the  captains  of  the  Hungarian  mer- 
chant vessels  Ararat  and  Mimi  P.,  in  which  you  request,  on  behalf  of 
your  Government,  to  be  put  in  possession  of  the  views  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  on  the  question  of  local  jurisdiction  involved 
in  the  case  referred  to. 

"  I  inclose  herewith  a  copy  of  an  opinion  of  the  Attorne^'General  of 
the  9th  July  last,  in  response  to  the  request  I  made  of  that  functionary 
on  the  27th  of  June  of  the  same  year,  and  of  which  I  had  the  honor  to 
inform  Count  Lippe-Weissenfeld. 

^' Your  contention  rests  on  the  eleventh  article  of  the  consular  con- 
vention concluded  between  the  United  States  and  the  Austro-Hungarian 
monarchy  on  the  11th  July,  1870.  The  article  referred  to  is  in  the  fol- 
lowing words,  namely : 

'^  Consuls,  vice-consuls,  or  consular  agents  shall  have  exclusive  charge 
of  the  internal  order  of  the  merchant  vessels  of  their  nation.  They 
shall  have,  therefore,  the  exclusive  power  to  take  cognizance  of  and  to 
settle  all  differences  which  may  arise  at  sea  or  in  port  between  captains, 
officers,  and  crew  in  reference  to  wages  and  the  execution  of  mutual 
contracts,  subject  in  each  case  to  the  laws  of  their  own  nation. 

"The  local  authorites  shall  in  no  way  interfere,  except  in  cases  where 
the  differences  on  board  ship  are  of  a  nature  to  disturb  the  peace  and 
public  order  in  port  or  on  shore,  or  when  persons  other  than  the  officers 
and  crew  of  the  vessel  are  parties  to  the  disturbance.  Except  as  afore- 
said, the  local  authorities  shall  confine  themselves  to  the  rendering  of 
forcible  assistance  if  required  by  the  consuls,  vice-consuls,  or  consular 
agents,  and  shall  cause  the  arrest,  temporary  imprisonment,  and 
removal  on  board  his  own  vessel  of  every  person  whose  name  is  found 
on  the  muster-rolls  or  register  of  the  ship  or  list  of  the  crew. 
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*'I  find  uo  difficulty  in  agreeing  with  your  statement,  that  by  the 
general  principles  of  international  law  private  or  merchant  vessels  en- 
tering the  ports  of  another  nation  than  their  own  are  subject  to  the 
local  jarisdiction ;  and  I  also  recognize  at  once  the  convenience  and 
desirability  of  the  rule  you  suggest  as  that  adopted  by  France,  and  fol- 
lowed by  some  other  nations,  that  local  courts  should  decline  to  take 
jurisdiction  of  cases  involving  acts  of  mere  interior  discipline  of  the 
vessel.  Such,  indeed,  has  been  the  course  recommended  by  the  execu- 
tive branch  of  this  Government  to  the  courts,  and  it  gives  me  pleasure 
to  be  able  to  add  that  both  the  Federal  and  State  courts  have  as  a 
general  rule  conformed  their  proceedings  in  such  cases  to  that  sugges- 
tion. These  tribunals,  however,  are  bound  under  the  Constitntion  and 
laws  of  the  United  States  to  entertain  every  complaint  in  which  is  pre- 
sented a  prima  facte  case  of  violation  of  the  local  laws,  and  it  conse- 
quently becomes  necessary  in  such  cases  that  the  judge  should  hear  the 
evidence  before  he  is  able  to  determine  whether  the  case  is  one  of  mere 
discipline  connected  with  the  ship,  or  whether  it  is  of  such  a  nature  as 
to  involve  a  disturbance  of  the  public  order  in  port  or  on  shore ;  and 
bound  by  the  same  constitutional  and  statutory  provisions  the  execu- 
tive branch  of  the  Government  must  refrain  from  all  interference  with 
the  judicial  tribunals  in  regard  to  oases  or  questions  that  may  be  pend- 
ing before  such  tribunals.  No  doubt  is  entertained,  however,  but  that 
the  declarations  of  the  courts  will  always  be  had,  and  their  decisions 
be  always  rendered  with  a  due  regard  for  the  obligations  of  the  Govern- 
ment under  its  treaty  stipulations  with  foreign  powers. 

'*The  President,  I  need  scarcely  add,  will  ever  deem  it  his  duty  to 
give  full  effect,  in  spirit  and  in  letter,  to  the  provisions  of  the  conven- 
tion of  July,  1870,  between  this  Government  rnd  that  of  Austria- Hun- 
gary, which  you  so  worthily  represent" 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Baron  Sohaeffer,  Nov.  13,  1883.    MSS. 

Notes,  Austria ;  For.  Rel.,  1883. 
Id  For.  Rel.  for  18H3,  17  jf,  is  given  a  full  report  of  the  trial  of  Com.  v.  Ferlan, 

Philadelphia,  1883,  referred  to  in  above  note. 
As  to  treaty,  infra,  $  141. 
As  to  consular  J nriadiction,  ii^/Va,  $  125. 

'^  A  merchant  vessel  in  port  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  country 
owning  the  port,  with  reference  to  offenses  committed  on  shore  or  by 
any  member  of  the  crew  on  board,  when  the  peace  of  the  port  is  dis- 
turbed. In  the  United  States  police  officers  have  frequently  gone  on 
board  vessels  of  foreign  nations  in  harbor  and  arrested  persons  accused 
of  crimes  under  our  laws,  for  whose  arrest  proper  warrants  were  issued* 
A  case  of  this  kind,  with  which  you  perhaps  are  familiar,  was  decided 
by  a  Philadelphia  court  about  a  year  ago,  which  arose  from  the  arrest 
of  the  master  of  an  Austrian  vessel." 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Randall,  Mar.  14, 1884.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

133 


§  35a.]  SOVEREIGNTY    OVER   WATER.  [CHAP.  n. 

"  It  may  be  safely  affirmed  that  when  a  merchant  vessel  of  one  couu 
try  visits  the  ports  of  another  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  it  owes  tem- 
porary allegiance  and  is  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  that  country, 
and  is  subject  to  the  laws  which  govern  the  port  it  visits  so  long  as  it 
remains,  unless  it  is  otherwise  provided  by  treaty. 

"  Any  exemption  or  immunity  from  local  jurisdiction  must  be  derived 
from  the  consent  of  that  country.'' 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hall,  March  12,  1885.    MSS.  Inst.  Cent.  Am. 
For.  ReL,  1885. 

"  Generally  speaking,  the  consul  in  Hayti  ha«  jurisdiction  of.  all  dis- 
putes on  ship  board,  not  aifecting  the  peace  of  the  port,  but  as  this 
right  is  not  specially  conceded  by  treaty  it  could  only  be  claimed  and 
exercised  by  comity,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  competent  claim  of 
jurisdiction  by  the  local  courts,  unless  indeed  the  right  may  spring  from 
Art.  XXXIII  of  said  treaty,  the  most-favored-nation  clause." 

Mr.  Ba.vard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Thompson,  July  31,  1885.    MSS.  Inst,  Hayti. 
See  as  to  jurisdiction  in  Japan,  infra,  $  125. 

The  local  port  authority  has  jurisdiction  of  acts  committed  on  board 
of  a  foreign  merchant  ship  while  in  port,  provided  those  acts  aflfect  the 
peace  of  the  port,  but  not  otherwise ;  and  its  jurisdiction  does  not  ex- 
tend to  acts  internal  to  the  ship,  or  occurring  on  the  high  seas. 

The  local  authority  has  right  to  enter  on  board  a  foreign  merchant- 
man in  port  for  the  purpose  of  inquiry  universally,  but  for  the  purpose 
of  arrest  only  in  matters  within  its  ascertained  jurisdiction. 

8  Op.,  73,  Gushing,  ia56. 

(For  an  account  of  the  oases  of  the  Newton  and  the  Sally,  involving  the  ques- 
;tion  of  the  jurisdiction  of  United  States  consuls  over  crimes  committ<ed  on 

board  United  States  vessels  in  French  jiorts,  see  I  Phillimorc  Int.  Law  (3 

ed.),484.) 

The  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  have  not  jurisdiction,  under 
the  crimes  act  of  the  30th  of  April,  1790,  of  a  manslaughter  committed 
on  an  American  vessel  in  a  river  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign 
sovereign. 

U.  8.  V.  Wiltberger,  5  Wheat^n,  76. 

But  see  Thomas  t?.  Lane,  2  Sumii.,  l.and  L^.  S.  r.  Coombs,  12  Pet.,  72,  cited 
ivfra. 

It  was  held  by  the  English  judges,  on  a  case  reserved  in  1868,  that 
"  The  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  England  extended  over  British  vessels, 
not  only  when  they  are  sailing  on  the  high  seas,  but  also  when  they 
are  in  the  rivers  of  a  foreign  territory  at  a  place  below  bridges,  where 
the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  and  where  great  ships  go.  It  wa^s  ;ilso  held 
that  all  seamen,  whatever  their  nationality,  serving  on  board  British 
vessels,  are  amenable  to  the  provisions  of  British  Inw." 

R.  V.  Anderson,  L.  R.,  1  C.  C.  R.,  IGl. 

**  It  is  clear,^  said  Bovill,  C.  J.,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  citing 
Ortolan,  "  that  with  regard  to  merchant  vessels  of  foreign  countries, 
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the  FreucL  uatiou  do  not  assert  their  police  law  against  the  crews  of 
those  vessels  unless  the  aid  of  the  French  authority  be  invoked  by  those 
on  boardy  or  unless  the  offense  committed  leads  to  some  disturbance  in 
their  ports."  "Aq  far  as  America  is  concerned  ^  (the  defendant  was  an 
American  citizen),  ^*  she  has  by  statutes  made  regulations  for  those  on 
board  her  vesstls  in  foreign  ports,  and  we  have  adopted  the  same  coarse 
in  this  country.  When  vessels  go  into  a  foreign  port  they  must  re- 
spect the  laws  of  that  nation  to  which  the  port  belongs,  but  they  must 
also  respect  the  laws  of  the  nation  to  which  the  vessel  belongs."  To 
sustain  the  position  that  in  such  cases  the  admiralty  has  jurisdiction 
were  cited  :  Thomas  v.  Lane,  2  Sumner,  1,  and  U.  S.  v.  Coombs,  12  Pet., 
72,  which  cases,  it  was  maintained,  oveiTuled  U.  S.  v.  Wiltberger,  5 
Wheat.,  76. 

In  E.  V.  Keyn,  L.  R.,  2  Ex.  D,  23  ;  13  Cox,  403,  a  case  growing  out 
of  the  Franconia  disaster,  it  was  ruled  in  England,  that  the  court  of 
criminal  appeal  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try  a  foreigner,  who,  in  a  foreign 
ship,  is  chargeable  with  a  negligent  collision,  producing  death  in  the 
^'olliding  English  ship,  though  the  collision  was  within  three  miles  of  the 
English  coast.  The  vote  of  the  court,  however,  on  this  point  waa  seven 
to  six:  Aff.,  Cockburn,  0.  J.,  Kelly,  0.  B.,  Bramwell,  J.  A.,  Lush,  J., 
Pollock,  B.,  Field,  J.,  and  Sir  K.  Phillimore;  diss..  Lord  Coleridge,  C. 
J.,  Brett,  J.,  Araphlett,  J.  A.,  Grove,  Denmau,  and  Lindley,  JJ. 

This  case,  with  the  subsequent  legislation,  is  discussed  in  1  Crim.  Law 
Mag.,  701,  jf. 

The  |)oiuts  taken  by  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  in  which  a  majority  of  the 
judges  agreed,  were  as  follows : 

"  *  The  extent  of  the  realm  of  England  is  a  question,  not  of  inter- 
national but  of  English  law. 

"  'Tliere  is  no  evidence  that  the  sovereigns  of  this  country  ever  either 
•claimed  or  exercised  any  special  jurisdiction  over  a  belt  of  sea  adja- 
<-«nt  to  the  coast,  though  there  is  evidence  that  the  admiral  has  always 
claimed  jurisdiction  over  persons  on  board  of  British  ships,  wherever 
they  might  be,  and  thatheformally  claimed  jurisdiction  over  all  persons 
and  all. ships  in  the  four  narrow  seas.  This  claim,  hotvever,  has  long 
wince  been  given  up  and  no  other  claim  has  ever  been  substituted  for  it. 

'*' Hence  there  is  no  evidence  that  any  British  court  has  jurisdiction 
over  a  crime  committed  by  a  foreigner  on  board  a  foreign  ship  on  the 
high  sea,  but  within  three  miles  of  the  coast.'" 

2  Steph.  Hist.  Cr.  Law,  31 ;  1  Whart.  Cr.  Law  (9ed.),  J  269. 

In  R.  V.  Keyn,  above  cited,  it  was  said  by  Sir  R.  Phillimore  that "  the 
Consen9%LS  of  civilized  nations  has  recognized  a  maritime  extension  of 
frontier  to  the  distanceof  three  miles  from  low- water  mark,  because  such 
a  frontier  or  belt  of  water  is  necessary  for  the  defense  and  security 
of  the  adjacent  state.''  By  Lindley,  J.,  it  was  said  that  "it  is  conceded 
that  even  in  time  of  peace  the  territoriality  of  a  foreign  merchant-ship, 
within  three  miles  of  the  coast  of  any  state,  does  not  exempt  that  ship 
or  its  crew  from  the  operation  of  those  laws  of  that  state  which  relate 
to  its  revenue  or  fisheries."  In  this  doctrine  the  judges  generally  con- 
curred, though  it  was  held,  by  a  m^gority  of  seven  to  six,  that  the  juris- 
diction, without  some  legislative  action,  could  not  be  exercised  for  the 
purposes  of  criminal  prosecution  over  foreigners  within  such  limits.  In 
1878  was  passed  the  act  of  Parliament  giving  such  jurisdiction.  [Quoted 
9upraj  §  32.] 

Bee  Whart.  Conf.  of  Laws,  $  818. 
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XIII.  NOT  SO  AS  TO  PUBLIC  SHIPS. 

§36. 

As  to  reception  in  neutral  ports  of  belligerent  cruisers,  see  ivfra,  $  394. 
As  to  permitting  such  cruisers  to   arm  and  proceed  to  sea,  see  infra,  $$  393, 
396,  399. 

A  ship-of-war,  when  in  a  foreign  friendly  port,  is  ordinarily  exempt 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  such  port. 

Mr.  Randolph,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hammond,  Jaly  23, 1794.    MSS.  Notes,  For. 

Leg. 
Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Romero,  May  25,  1882.    MSS.  Notes^. 

Mex. 

But  thQ  officers  of  a  vessel-of-war  belonging  to  a  friendly  foreign 
nation  cannot  set  up  extraterritorality  when  unofBcially  on  shore  in  a 
port  in  whose  harbor  their  vessel  is  temporarily  moored. 

Mr.  Randolph,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hammond,  Jaly  23,  1794.    MSS.  For.  Lieg. 
Notes. 

"  The  President  highly  disapproves  that  a  public  vessel-of-war,  belong- 
ing to  a  foreign  nation,  should  be  searched  by  officers  of  the  customs 
upon  a  suspicion  of  illicit  commerce.  The  propriety  of  representing 
such  a  suspicion  to  the  consul  of  that  nation,  or  the  commander  of  the 
vessel,  will  not  be  controverted,  this  being  a  course  respectful  and  cus- 
tomary. A  general  instruction  will  be  therefore  given  to  pursue  this 
course,  with  the  view  that  if  it  should  be  ineffectual  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  may  adopt  those  measures  which  the  necessity  or 
the  case  and  their  rights  may  require." 

Mr.  Randolph,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Fauchet,  Nov.  17,  1794,  cited  in  letter  or 
same  to  same,  June  13,  1795.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 

A  foreign  ship-of-war  admitted  by  courtesy  into  ^  port  held  by  mill* 
tary  occupation,  in  time  of  war,  by  forces  of  the  United  States,  is  sub- 
ject, so  far  as  concerns  the  right  to  carry  off  persons  from  such  port,  to- 
the  military  orders  governing  the  port. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tassara,  July  2,  1863.    MSS.  Notes,  Spain  ^ 
Dip.  Corr.,  1863. 

<^  Having  submitted  the  question  thus  raised  to  the  President  of  the- 
United  States,  I  have  now  to  express  to  you  my  regret  at  the  conclu- 
sion at  which  the  Spanish  Government  has  arrived.  It  (i^eems  to  me, 
in  effect,  to  set  up,  although  unconsciously,  a  claim  that  a  Spanish 
ship-of  war,  admitted  by  courtesy  into  a  place  actually  held  in  military 
occupation  by  the  forces  of  this  Government,  may  disregard  exist;ng^ 
military  orders,  which  are  issued  with  a  view  to  the  military  situation 
of  that  place.  This  seems,  in  effect,  nothing  less  than  a  clnim  of  Span- 
ish sovereignty  over  American  citizens  on  board  a  Spanish  ship,  not 
merely  within  the  civil  jurisdiction,  but  even  within  the  military  linea- 
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of  tbe  United  States  in  their  own  territories.  The  claim  thus  under- 
stood cannot  be  conceded.  I  am,  therefore,  to  inform  you  that  the 
Government  adheres  to  its  former  declaration  that  no  shipof-war,  of 
whatever  nation,  will  be  expected  to  carry  into  or  out  from  any  port 
of  the  United  States,  which  is  either  occupied  by  their  forces  or  is  in 
possession  of  the  insurgents,  any  person  who  doles  not  actually  be- 
long to  the  civil,  military,  or  naval  service  of  the  country  whose  flag 
that  vessel  carries,  and  especially  that*  such  ships  of-war  shall  not, 
without  express  leave  of  the  military  authorities,  carry  into  or  out  of 
such  ports  any  citizen  of  the  United  States.  It  can  be  only  on  an  ex- 
pected compliance  with  these  terms  that  any  foreign  ship  of-war  ca.Q 
enter  ports  of  the  classes  I  have  designated  during  the  continuance 
of  the  present  civil  war." 
Ibid. 

If  there  be  no  prohibition,  the  ports  of  a  friendly  nation  are  consid- 
ered as  open  to  the  public  ships  of  all  powers  with  whom  it  is  at 
peace;  and  those  vessels  are  supposed  to  enter  such  ports  and  remain 
in  them  under  the  protection  of  the  Government  of  the  place.  Whether 
the  public  ships-of-war  of  one  nation  enter  the  ports  of  another  friendly 
nation  under  the  license  implied  by  the  absence  of  any  prohibition,  or 
under  an  express  stipulation  by  treaty,  they  are  equally  exempt  from 
the  local  jurisdiction. 

The  Exchange  v,  McFaddon,  7  Cranch,  116,  145.    (SeeThePizarror.  Matthias^ 
ION.  Y.  Leg.  Ob,  97.) 

The  exemption  of  foreign  public  ships  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
courts  of  the  United  States  is  not  founded  upon  any  notion  that  a 
foi*eign  sovereign  has  an  absolute  right,  in  virtue  of  his  sovereignty,  to 
an  exemption  of  his  property  from  the  local  jurisdiction  of  another  sov- 
ereign  when  it  comes  within  his  territory.  It  stands  upon  principles 
of  public  comity  and  convenience,  and  arises  from  the  presumed  con- 
sent or  license  of  nations,  that  foreign  public  ships  coming  into  their 
ports  and  demeaning  themselves  according  to  law  and  in  a  friendly 
manner  shall  be  exempt  from  the  local  jurisdiction.  But  as  such 
consent  and  license  is  implied  only  from  the  general  usage  of  nations, 
it  may  be  withdrawn  upon  notice  at  any  time  without  just  offense^ 
and,  if  afterwards,  such  public  ships  come  into  our  ports  they  are 
amenable  to  our  laws  in  the  same  manner  as  other  vessels. 

The  SantiMima  Trinidad,  7  Wheaton,  283 ;  aff'd.,  1  Brock.,  478. 

Whatever  may  be  the  exemption  of  a  public  ship  herself,  and  of  her 
armament  and  munitions  of  war,  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of 
the  United  States,  any  prize  property  which  she  brings  into  our  ports 
is  liable  to  such  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of  examination  and  inquiry, 
and,  if  a  proper  case  is  made  out,  for  restitution.  And  if  goods  are 
landed  from  the  public  ship  in  our  ports,  by  the  express  permission  of 
our  Government,  this  does  not  vary  the  case,  since  such  permit  in- 
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volves  no  pledge  that,  if  illegally  captured,  the  goods  shall  beexepipted 
from  the  ordinary  operation  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

The  Santiflsima  Trinidad,  7  Wheat.,  283,  352. 

The  cases  of  the  Cassias,  3  Dallas,  121,  and  the  Invincible,  1  Wheaton, 
238,  decide  that  neither  a  public  vessel  of  another  nation,  nor  its  officers, 
are  liable  to  answer  in  our  courts  for  a  capture  on  the  high  seas,  bat 
do  not  touch  the  question  of  jurisdiction  over  her  prizes  lying  in  oar 
ports,  which  extends  to  libels  in  rem  for  restitution  of  such  prizes  made 
in  violation  of  our  neutrality. 

The  SantiRsima  Trinidad,  7  Wheat.,  28:^. 

A  writ  of  habeas  corpus  may  be  awarded  to  bring  up  an  American 
subject  unlawfully  detained  on  board  a  foreign  |Ship-of-war,  the  com- 
mander being  amenable  to  the  usual  jurisdicti  m  of  the  state  where  he 
happens  to  be,  and  not  entitled  to  claim  the  extraterritoriality  which 
is  annexed  to  a  foreign  minister  and  to  his  domicil. 

I  Op.,  47,  Bradford,  1794. 

Criminal  and  civil  process  may  be  served  under  treaty  upon  a  person 
on  board  a  British  man-of-war  lying  within  our  territory. 

1  Op.  87,  Lee,  1799. 

Foreign  armed  vessels,  adopting  the  character  of  merchant  ships  by 
carrying  merchandise,  render  themselves  subject  to  the  revenue  laws. 

1  Op.,  337,  Wirt,  1820. 

A  foreign  (British)  ship-of- war,  or  any  prize  of  hers  in  command  of  a 
public  officer,  possesses,  in  the  ports  of  the  United  States,  the  rights  of 
extraterritoriality,  and  is  not  subject  to  the  local  jurisdiction. 

7  Op.,  122,  CuBhing,  1855. 

Hence  a  prisoner  of  war  on  board  such  a  foreign  ship-of  war,  or  of 
her  prize,  cannot  be  released  by  habeas  corpus  issuing  from  courts  of 
the  United  States  or  of  a  particular  State.  '*  So  long  as  they  (the  pris- 
oners) remained  on  board  that  ship  they  were  in  the  territory  and  juris- 
diction of  their  sovereign.  There  the  neutral  has  no  right  to  meddle 
with  them.'' 

But  if  such  prisoner  of  war  be  taken  on  shore,  he  becomes  subject  to 
the  local  jurisdiction,  or  not,  according  as  it  may  be  agreed  between 
the  political  authorities  of  the  belligerent  and  neutral  power. 
ih. 

[Mr.  Cashing  does  not  notice  in  the  above  caxse  the  opinions  of  Mr.  Bradford 
and  Mr.  Lee  in  1  Op.,  47,  b7,  above  cited.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  Mr.  Lee 
bases  his  opinion  on  the  twenty-third  article  of  the  treaty  of  London,  **  that 
the  ships-of-war  of  each  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  at  all  timt^s  bo  hos- 
pitably received  in  the  ports  of  the  other;  their  officers  and  crews  paying  doe 
respect  to  the  laws  and  Government  of  the  country.] 
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Ships  of- war  enjoy  the  fall  rights  of  extraterritoriality  in  foreign  ports 
and  territorial  waters. 

8  Op.,  73,  CuBhing,  1856. 

As  to  reoiprooity  in  allowing  foreign  ships-of-war  in  United  States  ports  to  re- 
ceive goods  free  of  dnty,  see  Mr.  Cadwalader,  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr. 
Washbnm,  Oct.  14,  1876.     MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

As  to  hospitalities  to  ships  of  war,  see  Brit,  and  For.  St.  Papers,  1865-6,  voL  56. 

The  sovereignty  of  the  flag  of  foreign  ships  of- war  is  not  only  con- 
ceded in  England,  where  the  rule  in  respect  to  merchant  ships  is  some- 
times contested,  but  it  is  held  to  apply  to  port  as  well  as  at  sea.  The 
rule,  says  Judge  Story,  in  an  opinion  adopted  by  Sir  R.  Phillimore  (1, 477), 
is  not  founded  on  any  potion  that  a  foreign  sovereign  has  an  absolute 
right,  in  virtue  of  his  sovereignty,  to  an  exemption  of  his  property 
from  the  local  jurisdiction  of  another  sovereign  when  it  comes  within 
his  territory,  for  that  would  be  to  give  a  sovereign  power  beyond  the 
limits  of  his  own  empire.  But  it  stands  upon  principles  of  public 
comity  and  convenience,  and  arises  from  the  presumed  consent  or 
license  of  nations,  that  foreign  public  ships  coming  into  home  ports 
and  demeaning  themselves  according  to  law,  and  in  a  friendly  manner, 
shall  be  exera])t  from  the  local  jurisdiction.  "But  as  such  consent  and 
license  are  implied  only  from  the  general  usage  of  nations  they  may 
be  withdrawn  upon  notice  at  any  time  without  just  ofltense ;  and  if  after- 
wards such  public  ships  come  into  our  ports,  they  are  amenable  to  our 
laws  in  the  same  manner  as  are  other  vessels."  But,  unless  withdrawn, 
it  is  presumed  to  be  conceded.  And  it  is  now  settled  that  foreign  ships- 
of-war  and  boats,  the  particular  property  of  a  foreign  sovereign,  are 
not  liable  to  process,  though  the  ships  or  boats  be  at  the  time  of  the 
cause  of  action  on  the  territorial  waters  of  the  state  of  process  (San- 
tissima  Trinidad,  ut  sup.).  A  state,  it  should  be  added,  is  internation- 
ally entitled  to  exclude  from  its  ports  the  ships-of-war  of  other  nations 
or  to  limit  their  stay;  and  this  right  has  been  exercised  by  neutral 
states  as  to  belligerent  cruisers.  When  such  a  foreign  ship  enters  a 
Iriendly  port,  it  is  exempted  ordinarily  from  the  control  of  the  port 
police,  if  there  be  misconduct  on  board  such  ship  when  in  port  it 
may  be  required  to  leave  the  port  without  breach  of  international 
courtesy. 

See  authorities  cited  in  Whart.  Com.  Am.  Law,  $  190;  Twiss,  i,  $  158;  Blnnt- 

schli,  $  321. 
As  to  asylnm  given  to  belligerent  ships,  see  tn/ra,  $  394. 
As  to  refnsing  admission  into  territorial  waters  of  foreign  public  ships,  see  iirfra 

5$  315&,  331. 

In  the  preamble  of  the  judgment  of  1872  by  the  Geneva  Tribunal  is 
the  following : 

"And  whereas  the  privilege  of  extraterritoriality  accorded  to  vessels  of 
war  has  been  admitted  into  the  law  of  nations,  not  as  an  absolute  right, 
but  solely  as  a  proceeding  founded  on  the  princii)le  of  courtesy  and 
mutual  deference  between  different  nations,  and  therefore  can  never  be 
appealed  to  for  the  protection  of  acts  done  in  violation  of  neutrality :  ^ 

4  Papers  relating  to  Treaty  of  Washington.     (See,  as  to  award,  infra,  $  402a.) 

*'The  tribunal  of  arbitration  at  Geneva  held  that  Hhe  privilege  of 
6xt^aterritoriality,  accorded  to  vessels  of  war,  had  been  admitted  into  the 
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law  of  uatiou8.  not  as  an  absolute  right,  but  so'ely  as  a  proceeding 
founded  on  the  principle  of  courtesy  and  mutual  deference  between 
different  nations.^  This  is  in  accordance  with  the  settled  practice  of 
the  United  States.  Attorney-General  Lee,  in  the  early  days  of  the  Re- 
public, gave  his  opinion  that  it  is  lawful  to  serve  either  civil  or  criminal 
process  upon  a  person  on  board  a  British  man-of-war  lying  within  our 
territory." 

Mr.  J.  C.  B.  Davis.    Notes,  &,c. 

But  this  pretension  was  resisted  and  resented  by  the  United  States 
when  the  Chesapeake  was  "visited"  and  searched  by  the  Leopard  in 
1809  (see  infraj  §§  Slob^  331),  and  was  withdrawn  by  the  British  Gov- 
ernment. 

See  criticism  in  Creasy's  Int.  Law,  177,  ff. 

In  the  Constitution  (40  L.  T.,  1^.  S.,  210)  it  appeared  that  the  Constitu- 
tion,  a  United  States  vessel  of  war,  while  on  a  voyage  from  Havre  to  New 
York,  having  on  board,  among  other  things,  goods  from  the  Paris  Expo- 
sition, ran  ashore  on  the  Welsh  coast,  when  salvage  services  were  reb- 
dered  to  her.  Sir  E.  Philliraore  refused  to  allow  a  warrant  to  issue  for 
her  arrest,  or  for  the  arrest  of  the  goods  on  board  of  her,  at  the  salvor's 
suit.  The  claim  was  settled  by  voluntary  payment  by  the  United  States, 
who  resisted  the  issue  of  the  warrant  on  ground  of  principle.  'It  is 
clear,'  said  Sir  H.  Phillimore,  'upon  all  the  authorities  which  are  to  be 
found  in  the  cause  of  the  Charkeih  (L.  K.,  4  Ad.  &  E.,  30),  that  there  is 
no  doubt  as  to  the  general  proposition  that  ships-of-war  belonging  to 
another  nation  with  whom  this  Government  is  at  peace  are  exempt  from 
the  civil  jurisdiction  of  the  country.'  And  it  was  further  held  that  an 
unarmed  vessel  belonging  to  a  foreign  sovereign,  employed  by  him  on  a 
national  service,  is  not  subject  to  arrest." 

The  Parlement  Beige,  L.  R.,  5  P.  D.,  97,  citing  also  Briggs  v.  Light-Boate,  11 
Allen,  157.    (See,  also,  The  Pizarro,  10  N.  Y.  Leg.  Ob.,  97.) 

XIV.  OPPRESSIVE  PORT  EXACTIONS, 

» 

§  37. 

^' You  will  state  that  this  Government  does  not  question  the  right  of 
every  nation  to  prescribe  the  conditions  on  which  the  vessels  of  other 
nations  may  be  admitted  into  her  ports.  That,  nevertheless,  those  con- 
ditions ought  not  to  conflict  with  the  received  usages  which  regulate 
the  commercial  intercourse  between  civilized  nations.  That  those 
usages  are  well  known  and  long  established,  and  no  nation  can  disre- 
gard them  without  giving  just  cauvse  of  complaint  to  all  other  nations 
whose  interests  would  be  affected  by  their  violation. 

^^That  the  circumstance  of  an  officer  of  a  vessel  having  published,  in 
his  own  country,  matters  offensive  to  a  foreign  Government  does  not^ 
according  to  those  usages,  furnish  a  sufficient  cause  for  excluding  such 
vessel  from  the  ports  of  the  latter    •    •    • 

"  That  the  steamers  employed  in  transporting  the  mail  from  this  coun- 
try to  Havana,  being  in  the  employment  of  Government,  and  placed  by 
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law,  to  a  certain  extent,  under  its  control,  partake,  in  some  degree,  of 
the  character  of  public  vessels." 

Mr.  Conrad,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Barringer,  Oct.  28,  1852.    MSS.  Inst., 
Spain. 

^^  It  has  become  necessary  again  to  instruct  you  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  Spanish  Government  to  the  onerous  burdens  to  which  the  trade  of 
the  United  States  is  subjected  by  reason  of  the  system  of  fines  imposed 
by  the  customs  authorities  of  Cuba. 

^^The  able  manner  in  which  you  have  already  presented  the  subject 
in  your  notes  of  the  16th  July,  1870,  and  28th  of  November,  1872,  makes 
it  unuecessary  for  me  to  repeat  or  to  dwell  upon  the  facts  of  which  our 
ship  owners  and  masters  complain;  The  printed  memorandum  which 
is  inclosed  shows  the  present  condition  of  the  question.  The  remedy 
which  the  shipowners  of  the  United  States  desire  cannot  be  better 
stated  than  in  the  language  of  the  following  extract  from  the  memorial 
which  forms  part  of  the  inclosed  memorandum : 

*^  The  Spanish  laws  require  that  a  vessel  bound  for  Cuban  ports  shall 
make  out  manifests  of  cargo,  the  same  to  be  certified  by  the  Spanish 
consul  residing  at.  or  nearest  to,  the  port  of  loading,  in  which  mani- 
fest the  captain  must  declare  positively,  and  without  qualification,  the 
several  and  different  kinds  of  packages,  their  marks,  the  generic  class 
of  contents,  as  well  as  the  weights  and  values  of  same,  and  for  every 
instance  where,  on  arrival  in  Cuba,  the  examination  of  the  cargo  shows 
a  difflerence  between  the  packages  and  the  weights,  and  contents  of 
same  as  actually  found  and  the  same  as  manifested,  the  vessel  is  fined, 
while  the  goods  escape  all  responsibility. 

'^  That  although  the  generic  class  of  the  goods  is  stated  on  the  mani- 
fest, in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Spanish  laws,  and  said 
manifests  accepted  and  certified  to  by  the  Spanish  consul,  yet  the 
vessel  is  fined  for  not  stating  the  Hpecific  class. 

"That  we  are  entirely  dependent  on  shippers  of  cargoes  for  informa- 
tion as  to  weights,  values,  and  contents  of  packages  shipped  from 
which  to  make  out  manifests,  and  irresponsible  parties  often  give  erro- 
neous descriptions  of  their  ))art  of  cargo,  resulting  in  fines  imposed 
on  the  vessels,  at  times  greatly  in  excess  of  the  freight,  against  which 
we  have  no  redress. 

"  That  the  customs  authorities  at  the  several  ports  in  Cuba  place 
different  constructions  on  the  laws  relative  to  vessels,  and  the  mani- 
fests of  same,  and  fines  have  been  imposed  in  one  port  for  stating  that 
for  which  fines  were  imposed  in  another  port  for  omitting. 

"That  the  captain  is  only  informed  of  any  fines  imposed  on  his 
Tessel  when  he  attempts  to  clear  her  at  the  custom-house,  whereby  he 
has  either  to  pay  the  fines  or  detain  the  vessel  indefinitely  while  con- 
testing the  same. 

"  That  although  we  are  willing  and  endeavor  to  comply  with  the  said 
laws    regulating   manifests,  yet,   under   the   conflicting   instructions 
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placed  on  same  by  the  different  collectors  of  customs  in  Cuba,  we  find 
it  impossible  to  do  so,  or  to  avoid  fines. 

"  In  cases  where  fines  are  imposed,  an  appeal  to  the  superior  author- 
ities at  Havana  is  permitted  on  payment,  under  protest,  of  said  fines ; 
but  unless  the  amount  of  sach  fine  is  excessive  the  delay  occasioned 
by  the  detention  of  the  vessel  would  exceed  in  most  cases  the  amount 
of  such  fine  even  if  recovered. 

"  We  would  respectfully  represent  to  the  Department  that  as  the 
vessel,  through  her  agents,  is  entirely  dependent  on  the  shippers  of 
cargo  for  information  necessary  to  describe  on  the  manifest  the  con- 
tents and  weights  of  packages  shipped,  the  propriety  of  imposing  fines 
on  the  goods  erroneously  described  on  manifest,  instead  of  on  the  vessel^ 
as  then  the  shipper  would  have  a  sure  remedy  against  the  vessel  iu 
case  of  error  on  her  part,  or  on  the  part  of  her  agents,  in  making  out 
manifests,  while  under  existing  regulations  it  is  in  most  cases  almost, 
if  not  impossible,  for  the  vessel  to  recover  the  amount  of  fines  from 
the  shipper. 

^^  These  objections  and  suggestions  appear  to  be  reasonable,  moder- 
ate, and  just.  It  has  therefore  been  determined  both  to  instruct  you 
to  use  your  best  endeavors  to  secure  the  modifications  and  changes 
which  the  ship-owners  desire,  and  also  to  endeavor  to  secure  a  similar 
and,  as  far  as  possible,  identical  action  on  the  part  of  the  British,  Ger- 
man, and  Swedish  and  Norwegian  Governments,  whose  commerce  also 
is  aiiected  by  these  rules  and  regulations. 

*'  You  will  therefore  confer  with  the  British,  German,  and  Swedish 
and  Norwegian  ministers  at  Madrid,  in  the  hope  that  they  may  receive 
instructions  which  may  enable  each  to  frame  a  note  to  be  addressed  by 
each  separately  to  the  Spanish  minister  for  foreign  affairs  on  the  sub- 
ject, which  may  be  simultaneous,  if  not  identical.  Should  they  or 
either  of  them,  under  instructions  from  their  Governments,  decline  to 
act,  you  will  nevertheless  address  a  note  yourself  upon  the  subject, 
and  spare  no  reasonable  efforts  to  induce  the  Spanish  Government  to 
accede  to  the  requests  you  are  instructed  to  make." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sickles,  March  21,  1873.  MSS.  iDst.,  8pain  ;  For. 
Rel.,  1873.  AccompanyiDg  thin  instrnctiou  are  several  valuable  documeDta 
relative  to  the  qnestions  discussed. 

"The  undesigned,  Secreta-r^^  of  State  of  the  United  States,  has  the 
honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  the  note  of  Mr.  Preston,  envoy 
extraordinary  and  minister  plenipotentiary  of  Hayti,  of  the  16th 
instant. 

"  It  states  that  his  Government  has  thought  proper  to  transfer  to  its 
legation  in  this  country  the  discussion  which  has  heretofore  been  carrie-d 
on  with  the  legation  of  the  United  States  at  Port  an  Prince,  relative  to 
the  act  of  the  Haytian  Congress  of  the  23d  of  August,  1877,  authoriz- 
ing certain  charges  by  the  consuls  of  that  Republic  abroad  on  exporta- 
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tions  from  foreign  countries  to  Hayti.  With  a  view  to  show  that  those 
charges  are  not  incompatible  with  the  treaty  between  the  United  States 
and  that  Kepublic,  Mr.  Preston  quotes  several  articles  of  that  instru- 
ment. These,  however,  are  general  in  their  terms  and  appear  to  have 
no  special  reference  to  the  question  at  issue. 

'*  According  to  the  preamble,  one  of  the  main  objects  of  tbe  treaty 
was  to  place  the  commercial  relations  between  the  two  countries  upon 
the  most  liberal  basis. 

"  The  act  of  the  flaytian  legislature  referred  to  cannot  be  regarded  as 
in  conformity  with  that  stipulation.  It  authorizes  the  consuls  of  that 
Bcpublic  to  charge  exorbitant  fees  on  exportations  from  the  United 
States ;  among  otliers,  1  per  cent,  on  the  value  of  cargo  of  the  vessel. 
This,  besides  being  illiberal  in  its  character,  is  tantamount  to  an  export 
duty,  acquiescence  in  which  by  this  Government  would  be  a  concession 
to  that  of  Hayti  of  an  authority  in  ports  of  the  United  States  which 
has  not  been  conferred  on  this  Government  by  the  Constitution. 

"  There  is,  however,  a  clause  in  the  thirteenth  article  of  the  treaty, 
one  of  those  cited  by  Mr.  Preston,  which  seems  to  have  a  direct  appli- 
cation to  the  poiut  in  dispute. 

^'  If  the  Haytian  consular  charges  in  the  United  States  are  so  con- 
siderable as  virtually  to  be  an  export  tax,  this  would  in  effect  contra- 
vene the  stipulation  which  declares  that  no  higher  duties  or  charges 
shall  be  imposed  in  the  United  States  on'the  exportation  of  any  article 
to  Hayti  than  such  as  shall  be  payable  on  the  exportation  of  the  like 
article  to  any  foreign  country.  This  clause  is  unconditional,  and  not 
only  forbids  this  Government  from  levying  any  such  tax,  but  also  a 
consul  of  Hayti  at  a  port  of  the  United  States. 

"  The  preamble  to  the  Haytian  law  in  question  expressly  acknowl- 
edges that  one  of  its  objects  was  to  benefit  the  treasury  of  that  Eepublic. 
Several  of  the  other  charges  which  it  authorizes  appear  to  be  excessive. 
Such  charges  may  not  be  uniform  as  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  different 
countries.  It  is  believed,  however,  that  no  other  than  Hayti  has 
i^uthorized  them  to  such  an  extravagant  amount  as  that  provided  for 
by  the  law  referred  to,  or  has  required  an  export  tax  on  merchandise. 
This  Department  had  hoped  that  the  remonstrances  on  the  subject 
which  had  been  addressed  to  that  Government  through  the  United 
States  legation  in  Hayti  would  ere  this  have  led  to  a  repeal  or  modifi- 
cation of  that  statute.  This  hope  has,  however,  been  disappointed, 
but  as  the  charges  complained  of  are  believed  to  work  a  serious  dis- 
couragement to  trade,  it  is  hoped  that,  as  the  Haytian  Government  is 
understood  to  be  adverse  to  a  policy  leading  to  such  a  result,  it  will  no 
longer  delay  removing  the  cause  of  the  grievance. 

"It  is  believed  that  Mr.  Preston  is  mistaken  in  saying  that  the  United 
States  is  the  only  Government  which  has  complained  of  the  effect  of  the 
statute  referred  to.    According  to  reports  from  the  legation  of  this 
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country  in  Hayti,  representatives  of   other  Governments  have  also 
pointedly  complained  to  the  same  effect.'' 

Mr.  EvartB,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Preston,  Jan.  22,  1879;  MSS.    Not«8  Hayti; 
For  Bel.,  1879.    (See  same  to  same,  April  19,  1879.  id,;  June  13,  1879,  id.) 

'^  Referring  to  your  note  of  the  9th  of  May  last,  and  my  acknowl- 
edgment thereof  on  the  13th  of  the  same  month,  in  relation  to  the  Hay- 
tiau  tariff  of  consular  fees  under  the  decree  of  August  23, 1877,  and  to 
the  protests  of  the  representatives  at  Port  au  Prince  of  the  United  States, 
Great  Britain,  Germany,  and  France,  and  the  reply  of  the  Haytian  Gov- 
ernment thereto,!  have  now  the  honor  to  communicate  to  you,  in  con- 
formity with  the  desire  expressed  by  the  Marquis  of  Salisbury  the  views 
of  this  Government  in  relation  to  that  questien. 

"  The  Government  of  Hayti,  prior  to  the  reply  of  the  6th  of  March  last 
to  the  foreign  representatives  named,  had  s^en  fit  on  the  4th  of  Febru- 
ary to  transfer  the  discussion  of  the  question  to  Washington,  so  far  as 
this  Government  was  concerned,  by  a  very  full  and  argumentative  note, 
addressed  to  me  by  Mr.  Stephen  Preston,  the  Haytian  minister  in  this 
country.  Although  much  more  extended,  the  note  of  Mr.  Preston  in 
the  main  merely  repeats  and  reaffirms  the  reasoning  and  conclusions  of 
the  communications  made  to  the  foreign  representatives  by  M.  Eth^art, 
and,  like  thone,  they  appeared  to  this  Government,  as  weM  as  to  that  of 
Her  Majesty,  as  appears  from  your  note,  to  be  altogether  unsatisfactory, 
and  reply  was  so  made  to  Mr.  Preston  on  the  13th  ultimo.  In  that  re- 
ply the  Haytian  minister  was  informed,  with  respect  to  that  portion  of 
his  note  which  related  to  the  authentication  by  the  consular  officers  of 
Hayti  in  this  country  of  the  invoices  of  the  cargoes  of  vessels  bound  to 
the  ports  of  that  country,  that  the  charge  of  1  per  cent,  on  values  for  that 
proceeding  is,  after  the  most  deliberate  consideration,  believed  to  be  un- 
duly exorbitant,  and  tantamount  to  an  export  tax,  which  it  does  not 
comport  with  the  dignity  of  this  Government  to  allow  to  be  exacted  by 
any  foreign  authority  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.  It 
was  asserted  that,  even  if  the  exaction  in  the  form  in  which  it  is  im- 
posed were  moderate  and  unobjectionable  as  to  amount,  still,  if  it  weVe 
once  acquiesced  in  this  would  be  a  bar  to  any  objection  which  this  Gov- 
ernment might  made  if  the  consular  fee  were  afterward  to  be  much  aug- 
mented. The  inexpediency  of  subjecting  exports  from  this  country  to 
Hayti  to  a  tax  of  the  kind  was  further  illustrated  by  the  consideration 
that,  owing  to  the  dangers  of  the  sea  and  other  causes,  many  cargoes 
do  not  reach  their  destination. 

^'  The  Government  of  the  United  States,  being  by  its  Constitution 
expressly  prohibited  from  levying  an  export  tax,  it  cannot  allow  any 
foreign  power  to  exercise  here,  in  substance  or  in  form,  a  right  of  sov- 
ereignty denied  to  itself.  No  denial  was  made  of  the  right  of  the  Hay- 
tian Government,  at  its  discretion,  so  far  as  this  may  not  have  been  lim- 
ited by  treaty,  to  impose  duties  on  the  cargoes  of  vessels  from  thiscouu- 
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try  arriving  in  Haytian  ports,  but  it  was  complained  most  positively 
that  the  present  grievance  of  a  consular  fee  of  this  character  exacted  in 
our  ports  is,  in  its  form,  de^rogatory  to  the  sovereignty  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  this  character  was  not  removed  from  it  by  the  Haytian 
citation  of  the  axioms  of  political  economy  that  all  duties  are  ultimately 
paid  by  the  consumer.  In  view  of  all  this,  it  was  hoped  that  the  Hay- 
tian Government  would  see  the  expediency  of  changing  its  regulations 
upon  that  subject  without  any  unnecessary  delay." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Sii  £.  Thornton,  Jaly  14,  1879.    MSS.  Notes.  Or. 
Brit.;  For.  Eel.,  1879. 

'^  In  Mr.  Blaine's  instruction  to  yon  of  the  23d  of  November  last  con- 
cerning the  long  pending  and  still  unsettled  claim  of  the  owners  of  the 
bark  Masonic,  some  general  observations  were  submitted  in  regard  to 
the  arbitrary  and  unjust  surveillance  exercised  towards  American  mer- 
chant vessels  in  Spanish  colonial  ports.  These  suggestions  of  my  pre- 
decessors were  made  in  the  mutual  interest  of  American  and  Spanish 
commerce,  and  in  promotion  of  the  friendly  relations  which  have  so 
long  subsisted  between  the  two  nations.  Since  that  instruction  was 
forwarded  three  other  cases  of  less  pecuniary  magnitude,  but  of  scarcely 
less  hardship,  have  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Department. 
In  regard  to  each  of  these,  instructions  have  also  been  forwarded  to 
your  legation,  but  as  pertinent  to  the  subject  of  this  instruction  it 
seems  proper  to  advert  briefly  to  the  facts  upon  which  they  rest. 

"  The  American  brig  George  W.  Chase  was  fined  $50  in  November 
last  by  the  customs  authorities  at  Sagua,  the  sole  ground  for  the 
fine  being  an  omission  of  certain  words  in  a  manifest.  The  clause 
of  the  document  being  '^  900  bundles  of  hoops  40  feet  long  [40  hoops 
in  each  bundlej,"  the  words  inclosed  in  brackets  were  inadvertently 
omitted  by  the  Spanish  consul  at  Philadelphia,  who  transcribed  the 
document;  and  although  the  officer  in  question  certified  as  to  the  mis- 
take, the  imposition  of  the  fine  was  nevertheless  adhered  to.  The  sec- 
ond case  [brought  to  attention  by  No.  1090  of  ViceConsul-General 
Williams]  is  that  of  the  steamer  Ellie  Knight,  which  entered  the  port 
of  Havana  wii  h  a  cargo  of  cattle  from  Mobile  and  Key  West,  on  the 
27th  December  last,  having  on  board  60,000  feet  of  lumber  destined  for 
Key  West,  but  which  was  kept  on  board  as  ballast  while  crossing  the 
Gulf.  As  a  cattle-carrying  boat  the  steamer  was  chargeable,  under  the 
Spanish  laws  and  revenue  regulations  governing  the  ports  of  Cuba,  to 
a  tonnage  duty  of  5  cents  per  ton.  which  would  have  made  the  charge 
$14.90,  but,  instead  of  this,  the  customs  officers,  on  account  of  the  60,000 
feet  of  lumber,  assessed  a  duty  of  $1.30  per  ton,  making  the  amount  on 
the  vessel's  tonnage  $387.40,  an  excess  of  $372.50. 

^^  Still  another  ajid  more  recent  case  was  that  of  the  steamer  Santiago, 
of  New  York,  a  vessel  regularly  engaged  in  the  trade  between  New 
York  and  the  ports  of  Santiago  de  Cuba  and  Cieufuegos,  on  the  south 
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side  of  the  island  of  Caba.  Under  circumstances  of  great  apparent 
bardsbip,  a  fine  of  $1,900  was  imposed  on  the  vessel,  and  the  master, 
Captain  Phillips,  was  obliged  to  execute  a  bond,  With  sureties  for  the 
amount,  in  order  to  secure  a  clearance  for  his  vessel. 

'^  In  each  of  these  cases  instructions  have  been  forwarded  to  you,  and 
they  are  adverted  to  here  only  as  being  pertinent  to  the  general  sub- 
ject of  this  instruction. 

^'  They  are  examples  of  many  similar  occurrences  to  American  vessels 
in  the  colonial  ports  of  Spain.  Hitherto  the  consul-general  of  the 
Uuited  States  at  Havana  has  been  able  to  secure  an  adjustment  of  such 
cases  by  prosecuting  the  complaints  to  the  superior  authorities  at  that 
port,  and  efforts  looking  towards  the  same  end  were  made  by  that  officer 
in  each  of  the  cases  referred  to.  He  was  met,  however,  with  the  an- 
nouncement that  under  an  existing  ordinance,  the  strict  observance  of 
which  has  been  re-enjoined  by  a  royal  order  recently  promulgated  in 
Cuba,  the  local  authorities  can  no  longer  deal  with  such  questions,  but 
that  they  must  be  remitted  for  settlement  to  the  Government  at  Madrid. 
The  adoption  of  this  course  of  procedure  by  Spain  has  very  mnch  ag- 
gravated this  general  grievance  to  American  commerce.  Complaints 
of  such  instances  have  of  late  become  so  frequent  from  owners  and 
masters  of  American  vessels  that  the  question  demands  the  most  serious 
attention  of  this  Government.  The  President  therefore  directs  me  to 
instruct  you  to  bring  the  question  to  the  attention  of  His  Catholic 
Majesty's  Government,  and  in  doing  so  you  will  request  that  authority 
shall  be  given,  either  to  the  captain  general  in  Cuba  or  to  His  Majesty's 
minister  at  this  capital,  to  consider  such  cases  and  grant  redress  when 
necessary.  The  arbitrary  conduct  of  subordinate  officials  in  Cuba  can- 
not be  submitted  to  without  retaliation  on  Spanish  vessels  and  com- 
merce, unless  there  is  secured  a  more  speedy  remedy  than  is  affi)rded  by 
resort  to  Madrid." 

Mr.  Frelingbuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hamlin ,  Feb.  15, 1883.    M8S.  Inst., 
Spain;  For.  Rel.,  1882. 

''  Mr.  James  McKay,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  resident  in  Monroe 
County,  Florida,  and  who  is  extensively  engaged  in  feeding  and  ship 
ping  cattle  to  Cuban  markets,  has  recently  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  Department  a  practice  pursued  by  the  Spanish  consul  at  Key  West, 
in  regard  to  shipments  from  that  port  to  Havana  and  other  Cuban 
ports,  which  results  in  annoyance,  inconvenience,  and  serious  losses  to 
himself  and  other  American  citizens  engaged  in  similar  business. 

"  It  appears  from  Mr,  McKay's  letter  of  the  22d  of  June  last  to  the 
Department,  that  the  Spanish  consul  at  Key  West,  in  pursuance,  as 
that  officer  alleges,  of  instructions  from  his  Government,  exacts  and 
collects  from  Mr.  McKay  and  other  American  cattle  shippers  40  cehts 
a  head  on  all  cattle  shipped  by  them  from  the  State  of  Florida  to  Cuba. 
This  is  in  addition  to  the  ordinary  and  usual  consular  fe^  charged  and 
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collected  for  clearing  the  vessel,  certifying  papers,  and  such  other 
charges  as  may  properly  be  made  by  the  (x>nsul  in  connection  with. such 
shipments.  On  these  same  cattle,  when  landed  on  the  island  of  Cuba, 
Mr.  McKay  and  the  other  shippers  situated  like  him  have  to  pay  an 
import  duty  of  $6  per  head.  Of  this  import  duty  paid  in  Cuba,  how- 
ever onerous  it  may  be,  they  make  no  complaint,  recognizing  the  right 
of  the  Spanish  Government  to  impose  and  collect  within  its  own  terri- 
torial jurisdiction  such  duties  as  it  may  deem  proper  under  its  own  mu- 
nicipal laws,  provided  it  does  not  transcend  the  limits  of  treaty  stipu- 
lations. 

"In  the  letter  referred  to,  Mr.  McKay  transmits  thirteen  protests 
made  by  him,  before  a  notary  public,  in  relation  to  as  many  shipments, 
giving  in  each  case  the  name  of  the  vessel,  the  number  of  cattle  in  the 
cargo,  the  date  of  shipment,  and  the  gross  amount  of  head-tax  charged 
on  each  shipment.  Thus,  on  the  22d  of  April,  1882,  on  the  steamship 
Alabama,  from  Key  West  to  Havana,  451  head  of  cattle,  upon  which  he 
paid  to  the  consul  in  question  $180.40,  and  so  on  through  all  the  others, 
varying  only  in  the  number  of  cattle  in  each  cargo  and  the  gross  amount 
of  tax  paid.  A  subsequent  letter  from  McEIay  on  the  19th  ultimo  in- 
closes ten  similar  documents.  These  twenty-three  protests  represent 
as  many  shipments  made  by  him  from  Key  West  to  Havana  between 
the  22d  of  April  and  the  7th  of  Au^rust  of  the  present  year,  and  em- 
bracing 10,967  head  of  cattle,  upon  which  Mr.  McKay  has  paid  to  the 
Spanish  consul  at  Key  West,  at  40  cents  a  head,  $4,386.80,  and  when 
the  $6  a  head  paid  upon  their  being  landed  at  Havana  ($65,802)  is 
added,  it  is  seen  that  this  one  American  shipper  has  been  obliged  to 
pay  to  the  Spanish  Government  the  sum  of  $70,184.80  before  he  gets  his 
cattle  into  the  Cuban  market. 

**  It  is  not  conceivable  that  the  Government  of  Spain,  a  country  whose 
history  and 'traditions  are  so  intimately  and  so  justly  identified  with  the 
growth  and  progress  of  the  world's  commerce,  could  intend  this  charge 
of  40  cents  a  head  as  a  restriction  on  the  commerce  of  the  United  States. 
The  long  and  unbroken  friendship  existing  between  the  two  countries 
forbid  such  an  interpretation  of  the  policy  of  His  Catholic  Majesty's 
Government. 

"  The  charge,  nevertheless,  under  whatever  supposed  right  or  neces- 
sity on  the  part  of  Spain  it  may  be  imposed,  is  in  effect  such  a  restric- 
tion, and  is  a  burden  so  onerous  on  American  citizens  engaged  in  that 
rapidly  increasing  branch  of  American  commerce  as  must  in  time  have 
the  effect  of  excluding  them  from  the  Spanish  colonial  markets  of  Cuba. 
It  is  a  charge,  moreover,  upon  whatever  ground  it  may  be  placed,  that 
is  in  itself  anomalous.  No  other  Government  with  which  the  United 
States  hold  commercial  relations  attempts  to  make  or  enforce  any 
similar  tax  or  charge  in  the  ports  of  the  United  States,  and  it  is  almost 
superfluous  to  state  that  the  consular  of&cers  of  the  United  States  are 
not  authorized  to  make  any  similar  charges  in  the  ports  of  Spain  or  her 
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transatiaDtic  colonies  on  any  goods,  the  produce  of  those  conntries, 
destined  for  ports  of  the  United  States.  The  remedy  for  this  evil  is 
with  the  Spanish  Government.  It  may  in  its  hands  be  made  simple, 
adequate,  and  immediate  by  putting  an  end  to  the  practice,  and  in  the 
present  case  reimbursing  to  Mr.  McKay  the  amount  he  has  already 
paid,  which,  as  shown  at  present,  is  $4,386.80. 

'^  The  alternative  left  to  this  Government  in  case  that  of  Spain  shall 
fail  to  give  the  subject  prompt  and  just  consideration,  is  one  that  is  not 
contempleted  with  satisfaction;  that  is,  a  similar  charge  on  colonial 
))roduct  of  Spain  shipped  by  Spanish  subjects  from  the  ports  of  their 
own  country  to  the  United  States.  A  simple  statement  of  the  present 
status  of  the  commerce  between  the  United  States  and  these  colonies  is 
sufScient  to  show  how  detrimental  such  a  measure  would  be  to  the  com- 
mercial interests  of  the  colonial  subjects  of  His  Catholic  Majesty. 

*'In  1880  the  imports  of  the  United  States  were,  from  Cuba, 
$65,423,000;  all  other  Spanish  colonial  ports,  $12,214,000.  Exports 
from  United  States  to  these  same  places  in  that  year — Cuba,  $11,000,000; 
to  all  other  colonial  ports,  $2,000,000.  For  1881,  exports  from  Cuba, 
$63,000,000;  from  all  other  Spanish  colonial  ports,  $12,000,000.  Ex- 
ports from  the  United  States  to  Cuba,  $11,000,000." 

Hr.  J.  DaTiSy  Acting  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hamlin,  Sept.  4,  1882.    MSS.  Inst., 
Spain ;  For.  Bel.,  1882. 

<^  Your  dispatch  "No.  52,  of  the  6th  of  June  last  was  duly  received, 
though  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  hitherto  acknowledged.  It  is 
accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the  note  of  the  minister  for  foreign  aifairs 
to  you  of  the  29th  of  May,  in  which  he  seeks  to  justify  the  tax.  The 
Department  concurs  in  the  view  of  the  matter  taken  in  your  dispatch. 
That  the  application  of  the  tax  to  vessels  clearing  to  colonial  ports 
was  a  mere  extension  of  a  tax,  exacted  since  1874,  to  vessels  clearing 
for  ports  in  the  peninsula,  seems  to  be  an  invasion  of  the  point  at 
issue.  Our  complaint  is  that  as  our  commercial  intercourse  with  Spain 
is  mainly  with  her  i>ossessions  in  this  hemisphere,  exorbitant  consular 
charges  on  United  States  vessels  and  their  cargoes  bound  to  such 
ports  are  virtually  an  export  tax,  which  assuredly  no  foreign  Govern- 
ment can  be  allowed  to  exact  in  our  ports,  especially  as  such  a  power 
has  not  been  granted  to  this  Government.  If,  however,  as  the  minis- 
ter says,  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  legislature  of  Spain  to  correct  the 
evil  of  which  we  complain,  it  is  hoped  that  the  executive  Gk)vernment 
of  that  country  will  exert  all  proper  influence  towards  having  the  de- 
sired change  effected.  This  is  a  measure  which  may  be  deemed  neces- 
sary, not  only  for  improving  commercial  intercourse  between  the  two 
countries,  but  also  for  strengthening  the  good  feeling  between  them. 
It  can  never  be  expected  that  the  people  of  this  country  will  acqui- 
esce in  the  levy  here  by  the  agents  of  a  foreign  Government  of  any 
charges  which,  in  their  amount  or  character^  may  be  tantapouut  to  an 
export  tax. 
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"A  controversy  on  a  similar  subject  took  place  a  few  years  since 
between  this  Government  and  that  of  Hayti.  A  copy  of  the  two  prin- 
cipal instmctions  in  regard  to  the  subject  from  Mr.  Evarts  to  the 
minister  of  the  United  States  in  that  country  is  transmitted  for  yoar 
information. 

**  The  Haytian  Government  ultimately  repealed  the  obnoxioas  tax." 

Mr.  Fielingliuyseu,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hamlin,  Sept.  .22,  1862.    MSS.  Inst.; 
Spain;  For.  Bel.,  1882. 

^^  Mr.  Hamlin's  No.  100,  of  the  12th  ultimo,- has  been  received.  His 
course  in  presenting  our  complaint  against  the  consular  fee  of  40 
cents  per  head  on  cattle  shipped  from  our  ports  to  the  Antilles  (as 
set  forth  in  Mr.  Davis's  No.  94)  as  resting  on  the  same  basis  as  the  pre- 
vious complaint  concerning  the  exaction  of  a  consular  fee  of  10  cents 
per  ton  on  invoiced  cargo,  conforms  to  the  intention  of  the  Depart- 
ment ;  and  his  note  of  26th  of  September  to  the  Marquis  de  la  Vega 
is  approved  as  a  forcible,  and,  it  is  hoped,  conclusive  exposition  of  our 
case. 

'^  The  two  classes  of  charge  are  of  the  same  nature,  and  are  opposed 
by  us  as  being  a  revenue  charge  levied  in  our  ports,  not  for  services 
rendered  by  the  consul  or  proportionate  to  such  services,  but  as  in 
effect  an  export  tax.  It  cannot  adequately  be  met  by  saying  (as  has 
been  said  in  past  discussion)  that  our  consular  fees  for  authenticating 
invoices  may,  when  these  are  numerous,  amount  to  a  heavy  charge, 
exceeding  that  in  the  case  of  a  single  moderate  cargo  when  comprised 
in  one  invoice  and  assessed  at  10  cents  a  ton.  The  service  performed 
by  the  consul  is  one  required  by  law  for  the  protection  of  the  revenue 
at  the  port  of  entry,  and  involves  ascertainment  of  the  bona  fides  and 
responsibility  of  the  exporter,  and  the  substantial  accuracy  of  the 
statements  contained  in  the  invoice  and  sworn  declaration  therewith. 
This  service  is  uniform  in  all  cases,  and  neither  the  consul's  labor  nor 
his  responsibility  are  measurable  by  the  weight  of  the  merchandise  in- 
voiced or  the  number  of  pieces  of  which  it  is  composed.  It  would  ap- 
I>arently  be  as  tenable  for  Spanish  legislation  to  assess  an  ad  valorem 
tax  for  the  verification  of  an  invoice.  No  basis  of  consular  fees  which 
depends  on  the  weight,  size,  amount,  or  value  of  the  merchandise,  and 
disregards  the  specific  clerical  or  administrative  act  done,  can  be  in 
principle  anything  short  of  an  export  tax  levied  in  the  jurisdiction  of 
another  state." 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Beed,  Nov.  10,  1882.    MSS.  Inst., 
Spain;  For.  Bel.,  1882. 

<^  I  have  alluded  in  my  previous  messages  to  the  injurious  and  vexa- 
tious restrictions  suffered  by  our  trade  in  the  Spanish  West  Indies. 
Brazil,  whose  natural  outlet  for  its  great  national  staple,  coffee,  is  in 
and  through  the  United  States,  imposes  a  heavy  export  duty  upon  that 
product.    Our  petroleum  exports  are  hampered  in  Turkey  and  in  other 
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Eastern  ports  by  restrictions  as  to  storage  and  by  onerous  taxation. 
For  these  mischiefs  adequate  relief  is  not  always  afforded  by  reci- 
procity treaties  like  that  with  Hawaii  or  that  lately  negotiated  with 
Mexico  and  now  awaiting  the  action  of  the  Senate.  Is  it  not  advisable 
to  provide  some  measure  of  equitable  retaliation  in  our  relations  with 
Governments  which  disciiminate  against  our  ownt  If,  for  example, 
the  Executive  were  empowered  to  apply  to  Spanish  vessels  and  cargoes 
from  Cuba  and  Puerto  Eico  the  same  rules  of  treatment  and  scale  of 
penalties  for  technical  faults  which  are  applied  to  our  vessels  and  car- 
goes in  the  Antilles,  a  resort  to  that  coarse  might  not  be  barren  of  good 
results." 

President  Arthur,  third  annnal  message,  1883. 

"  You  have  yourself  already  made  known  to  the  President  several  veiy 
convincing  reasons  why  the  practice  in  Venezuela  of  demanding  that 
the  custody  of  ships'  papers  while  in  port  be  confided  to  the  Venezuelan 
officers  is  not  in  consonance  with  the  practice  of  nations  or  with  com- 
mercial interests.  Your  grounds  were  good,  as  far  as  they  went,  but 
the  principles  underlying  the  question  are  broader,  and  involve  the  doc- 
trine of  reciprocity  under  treaty  and  international  maritime  laws. 

'^  In  the  first  place,  it  is  proper  that  the  President  should  be  disabused 
of  any  impression  he  may  have  formed  that  the  matter  is  brought  up  as 
an  innovation.  It  has  for  more  than  fifty  years  been  the  occasion  of 
discussion  and  remonstrance  with  various  nations  of  Spanish  America; 
and  if  it  be  now  revived  in  connection  with  Venezuela,  it  is  because  it 
seems  necessary  to  the  best  interests  of  both  countries  that  an  anom- 
alous practice  should  not  exist  between  them  in  this  respect. 

^'The  discussion  with  Colombia  is  in  point.  In  1876  a  general  move- 
ment of  the  foreign  representatives  at  Bogota  was  made  to  secure  the 
abrogation  of  a  law  which  required  the  delivery  of  the  papers  of  foreign 
vessels  to  the  local  port  officers.  An  arrangement  then  concluded  dip- 
lomatically set  the  matter  at  rest  by  recognizing  the  right  of  the  consul 
of  the  ship's  nationality  to  have  the  custody  of  the  ships'  papers  of  their 
national  vessels,  and  the  law  has  since  been  repealed. 

^^I  transmit,  herewith,  for  your  information,  copies  of  two  dispatches 
from  Mr.  Dichman,  then  our  minister  at  Bogota,  in  which  the  merits  of 
the  demand  are  forcibly  presented.  Although  the  circumstances  made 
the  argument  somewhat  special,  as  applying  to  a  specific  law,  and  to 
the  peculiar  status  of  Colon  and  Panama  as  free  ports,  you  will  find  in 
these  dispatches  ample  material  for  fortifying  your  representations  to 
the  Venezuelan  Government  in  the  premises.  You  may,  also,  profitably 
consult  the  remaining  correspDudence  on  the  subject,  found  in  the  vol-^ 
umes  of  foreign  relations  for  1875,  1879,  and  1880,  which  are,  or  should 
be,  in  the  library  of  your  legation. 

"It  may  be  convenient  to  note  herein,  briefly,  a  few  points  to  which 
prominence  should  be  given. 
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'^In  the  first  place,  the  existing  rule  in  Yenezaela  is  deemed  to  be  in 
contravention  of  the  spirit  of  perfect  equality  and  reciprocity  of  com- 
merce and  navigation  between  the  two  countries,  as  stipulated  in  the 
abrogated  treaty  of  1836,  and  as  pervading  the  existing  treaty  of  1860. 
The  law  of  the  United  States,  following  the  usage  of  most  civilized 
countries,  provides  that  the  custody  of  the  pai>ers  of  foreign  ships  shall 
rest  with  the  consuls  of  their  nations,  and  this  because  such  custody  is 
deemed  essential  to  that  consular  control  over  national  vessels  which 
is  stipulated  in  all  our  treaties.  It  cannot  be  expected  that  the  United 
States  will  unreservedly  yield  to  the  authorities  of  a  foreign  state  a 
measure  of  control  over  our  vessels  in  their  ports  which  is  not  permitted 
by  our  own  law  to  be  exercised  by  our  own  officers  in  our  own  ports,  over 
foreign  vessels,  except  as  a  retaliatory  measure  in  the  absence  of  reci- 
procity. In  this  connection  it  may  be  weil  for  you  to  examine  as  to 
the  provisions  of  Venezuelan  law  touching  the  custody  of  the  papers  of 
Venezuelan  vessels  in  foreign  ports.  I  make  this  suggestion  because 
in  the  discussion  of  this  question  with  Colombia  it  was  found  that  the 
Colombian  law  was  strangely  inconsistent  in  requiring  Colombian  con. 
Ruls  abroad  to  take  charge  of  the  papers  of  vessels  of  their  nation,  while 
denying  a  reciprocal  practice  to  foreign  consuls  in  Colombia.  If  a  like 
law  should  be  found  on  the  Venezuelan  statute  books,  no  stronger  argu- 
ment in  our  favor  could  be  devised. 

''You  should  also,  in  this  relation,  call  attention  to  the  twenty-sixth 
article  of  the  treaty  of  1860,  and  ask  how  it  is  expected  that  an  Ameri- 
can consul  can  exhibit  the  register  and  crew-roll  of  an  American  vessel 
in  proceedings  for  the  arrest  of  deserters,  if  at  no  time  he  is  permitted 
to  have  possession  of  those  papers. 

''  In  the  second  place^  apart  from  considerations  of  reciprocity  founded 
on  treaty,  the  sacredness  of  the  principles  of  reciprocity  as  an  enduring 
basis  of  international  intercourse  under  the  law  of  nations  may  be  for, 
cibly  invoked  to  sustain  our  position.  A  vessel,  under  a  civilized  flag- 
on the  high  seas  or  in  a  foreign  port,  possesses  a  national  life  of  which 
its  papers  are  the  strongest  evidence.  They  are  to  all  intents  a  part  of 
the  vessel  itself.  To  assume  that  by  the  act  of  entering  a  friendly  port, 
a  vessel  is  to  be  stripped  of  that  which  is  in  a  large  measure  essential  to 
the  proof  of  its  nationality,  and  to  await  the  pleasure  of  a  locaf  foreign 
officer  before  such  part  of  its  life  can  be  restored  to  it,  is  inconsistent 
with  international  principles  and  usage.  Hence,  we  find  that  the  cus- 
tom of  nations  (with  but  few  exceptions  in  the  Spanish-American  ports 
of  South  America)  recognizes  the  consul  of  the  vessePs  nationality  as 
the  sole  guardian  of  all  national  rights  appertaining  thereto.  The  ex- 
ceptions to  which  I  refer  (and  which  are  happily  growing  fewer  as  the 
principles  of  international  intercourse  are  better  understood)  rest  on  no 
broad  principle  of  comity ;  they  violate  comity,  on  the  contrary,  by  assert- 
ing a  painftil  spirit  of  distrust.  It  is,  as  Mr.  Dichman  aptly  expresses 
it  in  a  dispatch  of  September  4, 1879  (Foreign  Belations,  1880,  page  313), 
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ranch  as  thouKh  it  were  regarded  by  the  local  authorities  as  a  more  effect- 
ive pledge  to  prevent  a  ship's  leaving  a  port  to  have  material  posses- 
sion of  her  register  '  than  if  the  rudder  had  been  unshipped.'  The  form 
in  which  this  distrust  is  expressed,  moreover,  seems  to  evidence  a  mis- 
apprehension as  to  the  nature  and  value  of  a  ship's  register.  As  I  have 
said  above,  the  register  is  the  evidence  of  the  ship's  nationality,  and  as 
such,  with  the  ship  itself,  are  properly  within  the  continuous  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  vessel's  nation,  and,  therefore,  in  a  foreign  port,  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  consul  of  that  nation. 

**  In  the  next  place,  a  conclusive  reason  for  the  custody  of  a  ship's 
papers  by  the  consul  of  her  nation  is  found  in  the  necessity  of  prevent- 
ing frauds  against  individuals  in  connection  with  marine  survey,  repairs, 
bottomry  bonds,  the  right  of  absent  owners,  &c.,  and  protection  of  the 
rights  of  seamen.  It  is  for  these  purposes  that  the  legislation  of  nations 
provides  that  the  register  of  a  vessel  while  in  port  shall  pass  out  of  the 
control  of  her  commander  and  into  the  custody  of  the  consul.  It  is  not 
at  all  necessary  that  these  diversified  rights  should  be  subservient  to 
the  local  police  surveillance  while  in  a  foreign  port,  and  yet  the  rule 
existing  in  Venezuela  so  subordinates  them.  Moreover,  the  exercise  of 
these  several  rights  over  a  vessel  for  which  the  laws  of  her  nation  make 
abundant  provision  is  rendered  almost  impossible  by  the  passage  of  the 
papers  out  of  the  control  of  the  nation  to  which  the  vessel  belongs. 

"Finally,  in  your  conversation  with  General  Guzman  Blanco,  you 
have  set  forth  the  considerations  of  convenience  which  should  have 
weight  in  determining  the  question.  The  loss  of  important  ship's  papers 
while  in  foreign  custody  has  been  only  too  common  an  occurrence  in 
the  countries  where  this  obnoxious  regulation  obtains.  The  corre- 
spondence with  Colombia  shows  that  this  was  admitted  as  a  powerful 
objection  to  the  pra<5tice,  and  you  can  doubtless  adduce  examples 
occurring  in  Venezuela  to  strengthen  your  point.  I  must  compliment 
you,  too,  on  your  aptness  in  meeting  General  Guzman  Blanco's  objec- 
tion that  if  any  feeling  of  distrust  were  shown  in  this  matter,  it  lay  in 
an  endeavor  to  take  from  the  local  officers  the  custody  of  a  foreign  ves- 
sel's papers.  We  do  not  seek  to  take  from  Venezuela  a  recognized 
right  because  we  distrust  its  exercise;  we  simply  wish  to  retain  for  our 
own  consuls  a  right  which  we  deem  pertains  to  them  as  the  representa- 
tives of  our  national  sovereignty,  and  one  which  is  claimed  and  recog- 
nized as  just  among  maritime  nations. 

^'  I  infer  from  the  request  of  General  Guzman  Blanco  that  he  is  not 
tenacious  of  the  point,  but  rather  asks  for  so  conclusive  a  statement  of 
our  position  as  would  warrant  him  in  bringing  the  matter  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Venezuelan  Congress,  with  a  view  to  asking  such  mod- 
ification of  existing  law  as  will  put  Venezuelan  legislation  in  this  re- 
spect in  harmony  with  the  legislation  and  usage  of  maritime  countries 
throughout  the  world.  You  will,  therefore,  in  presenting  to  him  a  suc- 
cinct memorandum  founded  on  this  dispatch,  set  the  question  forth  on 
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it8  merits,  as  aiming  to  facilitate  a  needed  reform  rather  than  as  ag- 
gressively combatting  an  assumed  intent  to  adhere  to  an  obnoxious 
system.'' 

Mr.  Frolinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Baker,  Nov.  29, 1882.  MSS.  InBt.,yeneK.; 
For.  Bel.,  1882. 

*<  In  continuance  of  correspondence  heretofore  touching  the  export 
tax  of  40  cents  per  capita  levied  by  the  consuls  of  Spain  in  the  United 
States  upon  shipments  of  cattle  for  Cuba  and  Porto  Bico,  I  inclose 
herewith  copy  of  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  showing 
that  between  December  2, 1881,  and  October  13, 1882,  there  have  been 
collected  by  the  Spanish  vice-consul  at  Key  West  fees  to  the  amount  of 
$9,260  on  23,150  head  of  cattle  exported  to  various  Cuban  ports. 

^^  It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  describes  this 
tax  as  collected  'for  affixing  the  vice-consul's  signature  to  the  manifests 
of  the  exporting  vessels.' 

''  It  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  inexactness  in  this  state- 
ment. Article  48  of  the  Spanish  consular  tariff  fixes  this  fee  in  connec- 
tion with  the  /actiira«*(invoices)  of  the  shippers,  which  are  to  be  pre- 
sented to  the  consul  and  by  him  compared  with  the  manifest  and  with 
copies  of  the  cansoimientos  (bills  of  lading)  given  by  the  master  of  the 
vessel,  to  verify  their  correctness.  Even  in  this  light  the  transaction 
is  open  to  the  gravest  objections  as  a  virtual  export  tax  ^  but  if  the  fee 
is  charged  for  simple  legalization  of  the  manifest,  in  addition  to  the  fee 
separatefy  prescribed  for  such  legalization,  it  is  not  only  irrational  but 
intolerable. 

'^  Your  late  dispatches  indicate  a  disposition  on  the  part  of  his  excel- 
lency the  Marquis  de  la  Vega  de  Armijo  to  examine  the  question  in  the 
light  of  equity  and  international  right  and  comity.  It  is  hoped  that  a 
favorable  decision  in  this  regard  is  not  far  distant ;  for,  in  tfee  absence 
of  a  recognition  by  Spain  of  the  justice  of  our  contention,  this  Govern- 
ment will  be  reluctantly  forced  to  consider  measures  whereby  a  retalia- 
tory charge  may  be  Imposed  on  the  Spanish  shipments  to  the  United 
States.'^ 

Mr.  Frelinghayaen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Reed,  Jan.  12,  1883.    MSS.  Inst.,  Spain ; 
For.  Eel.,  1882. 

*'  The  frequent  recurrence  of  these  arbitrary  seizures  of  American 
vessels  by  the  Mexican  customs  otficers  in  the  Gulf  and  Pacific  ports 
of  that  Bepublic  is  becoming  a  matter  of  serious  anxiety  to  this  Gov- 
ernment in  view  of  the  possible  effect  such  proceedings  may  ultimately 
have  on  the  commerce  of  both  nations.  The  similarity  of  institutions, 
the  close  neighborhood,  and  the  community  of  interests  of  the  two 
great  North  American  Eepnblics,  no  less  than  the  permanent  and 
abiding  friendship  that  exists  between  both  Governments,  renders  it 
most  desirable  that  every  obstacle  and  impediment  to  the  growth  and 
progress  of  this  commerce,  which  this  Government,  in  common  with  that 
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of  Mexico,  is  at  the  moment  so  earnestly  engaged  in  fostering,  should 
be  as  far  as  practicable  removed.  In  most  instances  these  arbitrary' 
and  irregular  proceedings  are  directed  against  small  vessels,  and  often 
in  their  results  involve  losses  far  beyond  the  pecuniary  value  of  the 
vessel.  The  masters  are  driven  to  the  courts  for  redress,  often  by  ap- 
peal to  the  Supreme  Court,  at  great  expense ;  and  the  instances  are 
few,  if,  indeed,  any  can  be  found,  where  the  courts  have  sustained  the 
action  of  the  customs  officers.  In  bringing  the  present  claim  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs,  which  you  will  do  with  as 
little  delay  as  convenient,  you  will  also  submit  to  the  minister,  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Government,  these  general  suggestions  which  I 
have  felt  it  my  duty  to  offer.'' 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  Jan.  31,  1883.    MSS.  Inst., 
Mexico. 

'^Your  dispatch  No.  562,  of  the  6th  instant,  relating  to  the  case 
of  the  Adriana  at  La  Paz,  has  been  received  and  has  had  careful  at- 
tention. 

'*As  your  dispatch  shows  you  to  have  been  fully  informed  of  the 
facts  upon  the  date  of  writing,  there  is  no  present  need  of  herein  re- 
nting the  case. 

*'*'  Your  conclusion  accords  with  that  of  this  Department,  that  the 
ca.se,  on  the  admitted  statements,  presents  certain  gra.ve  features. 

^<  1.  The  refusal  of  the  Mexican  authorities  to  allow  Captain  Caleb 
to  have  access  to  the  consul  when  arrested,  or  when  called  upon  to 
plead. 

'<  2.  Tlieir  action  in  requiring  Captain  Caleb  to  sign  certain  declara- 
tions while  incommunicado  and  without  knowledge  of  their  purport, 
especially  as  it  appears  that  these  so-called  declarations  may  be  relied 
upon  to  establish  the  Mexican  claim  that  Oaptain  Caleb  admits  a  viola- 
tion of  the  criminal  law  of  Mexico.  That  Captain  Caleb  signed  the 
papers  in  question  under  bodily  fear  or  constraint  is  not  yet  fully 
established.  If  it  were,  it  would  lend  an  exceptional  gravity  to  the 
case.  ^ 

<<3.  The  refusal  of  the  collector  to  permit  the  consul  to  visit  the 
vessel. 

"  It  is  of  course  impossible  to  judge  fully  of  the  case  until  the  text 
of  the  so-called  declarations  of  Captain  Caleb  is  known.  It  may  be 
assumed,  however,  from  the  character  of  the  sworn  declarations  made 
by  him  and  his  officers  before  Consul  Viosca  that  it  could  not  have 
been  his  intelligent  or  voluntary  intention  to  put  his  name  to  a  con- 
fession that  he  was  willfully  violating  the  laws  of  Mexico  in  regard  to 
smuggling.    •    •    • 

"If  you  have  not  already  done  so,  you  will  now  address  SeQor 
Mariscal,  asking  an  examination,  and  requesting  copies  of  the  deolara^ 
tions  signed  by  Captain  Caleb.    You  will  intimate  to  the  minister  that 
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the  manner  in  which  Captain  Caleb  alleges  he  \va»  con smii tied  to  sign 
papers  of  the  contents  of  which  he  was  ignorant,  and  while  deprived 
of  the  assistance  of  the  consul  for  his  intelligent  protection  against 
any  misunderstanding  on  his  part,  is  regarded  as  an  irregularity  which, 
in  the  judgment  of  this  Government,  will  deprive  those  declarations 
of  any  moral  weight  if  they  be  trusted  to  sustain  the  charge  of  smug 
gling  brought  against  the  captain.  And  you  will  further  intimate 
that  the  whole  course  of  the  proceedings  appears  to  be  so  inconsistent 
with  the  principles  recognized  in  the  intercourse  of  maritime  states 
that  persistence  in  the  prosecution  of  Captain  Caleb  on  those  premises 
could  not  fail  to  call  forth  the  most  earnest  remonstrance  of  this 
Government. 

'<  It  is  not  the  desire  or  purpose  of  this  Government  to  screen  any  of 
its  citizens  who  may  have  willfully  violated  foreign  law.  But  it  is  its 
plain  duty  to  endeavor  by  every  legitimate  means  to  secure  for  its  cit- 
izens under  accusation  of  wrong-doing  such  justice  and  impartiality 
of  treatment  and  such  safeguards  for  their  defense  as  shall  entitle  the 
judgment  reached  to  the  respect  which  judicial  proceedings  should 
everywhere  command. 

^'  If  the  rules  of  international  justice  shall  appear  to  have  been  in 
any  way  infringed,  it  is  the  undeniable  right  and  obligation  of  this 
Government  to  interpose  its  diplomatic  offices  to  insure  a  fair  trial. 

"To  so  practical  a  jurist  as  yourself  these  brief  indications  will  suf- 
fice  for  the  present  conduct  of  this  case.'' 

Mr.  Frelinghaysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  Feb.  20,  I8a5.    MSS.  Inst., 
Mex. ;  For.  Hel.,  1»83. 

"Mr.  Reed's  No.  221,  of  the  28th  ultimo,  has  been  received,  and  the 
reply  of  the  Spanish  Government  therewith  transmitted,  in  relation  to 
the  Spanish  consular  fee,  has  been  considered. 

"I  must  express  my  disappointment  that  the  matter,  after  so  labori- 
ous a  correspondence,  during  which  the  views  of  this  Government 
have  been  most  clearly  set  forth  and  consideration  thereof  promised  by 
Spain,  should  now  stand  in  the  very  unsatisfactory  condition  to  which 
it  is  brought  by  the  note  of  the  Marquis  de  la  Vega  de  Armijo  of  the 
20th  Mav. 

"The  files  of  your  legation  contain  such  precise  instructions  on  the 
points  in  dispute  that  I  need  do  no  more  than  refer  you  to  the  records 
for  a  full  view  of  our  position  in  the  controversy.  Briefly,  however, 
we  claimed  that  the  fee  imposed  represented  no  clerical  act  of  the  con- 
sal  and  afforded  no  guarantee  to  the  home  Government  that  the  in- 
voices are  themselves  C/orrect,  or  that  they  correspond  with  the  mani- 
fest, and  therefore  that  the  charge  of  10  cents  per  ton  or  40  cents  per 
head  of  cattle,  when  levied  by  the  consul,  amounted  simply  to  an  ex- 
port tonnage  or  per  capita  tax  levied  by  Spain  within  the  territory  of 
a  friendly  state,    His  excellency  the  Marquis  de  la  Vega  apparently 
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the  cargo  of  the  vessel,  and  not  a  specific  fee  for  a  specific  act  performed 
by  a  Spanish  officer. 

'^  Not  only  is  the  reply  of  the  Marquis  de  la  Vega  nnsatisfactory  in  its 
general  aspect,  but  it  is  even  more  so  with  respect  to  the  particular  rec- 
lamations made  for  the  return  of  the  excessive  capitation  charged  on 
cattle  shipped  from  Key  West  by  Mr.  McKay  and  others.  His  excel- 
lency admits  that  the  tax  was  wrongfully  collected ;  that  the  circular  of 
the  18th  October,  1876,  suppressed  the  charge  of  40  cents  per  capita  and 
substituted  a  tonnage  tax  of  10  cents,  and  that  the  unlawful  collection 
of  the  old  rates,  notwithstanding  their  formal  abrogation,  has  only  re- 
cently been  put  a  stop  to. 

^<  It  does  not  appear  to  this  Government  a  sufficient  or  just  reparation 
for  a  wrongful  act  admittedly  perpetrated  by  the  Spanish  officecs  of  the 
u)nsulate  at  Key  West  since  1876  to  give  orders  that  hereafter  the 
wrongful  tax  shall  not  be  collected.  The  case  is  conceived  to  be  one 
where  no  less  a  reparation  than  the  return  of  the  illegally  collected  ex- 
cess could  satisfy  either  the- right  pertaining  to  the  United  States  or 
the  high  sense  of  justice  of  Spain.  It  will  doubtless  be  enough  for  you 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  minister  of  state  to  this  point  to  insure  the 
cheerful  correction  of  the  oversight,  and  a  prompt  offer  to  refund  the 
overcharge  in  question.'' 

Mr.  John  Davis,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  Jnne23, 1883,  to  Mr.  Foster.   M8S.  Inst., 
Spain;  For.  Eel.,  1883. 

Fraud,  when  essential  to  sustain  a  custom-house  confiscation,  is  only 
to  be  held  to  exist  when  plainly  to  be  inferred  from  the  facts. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  Feb.  25, 1884.  MSS.  Inst,  Spain. 
Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  Jnly  25,  1885.    MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 

An  American  vessel,  having  been  embargoed  in  a  port  of  Brazil  by 
competent  authority,  was  unlawfully  taken  away  by  her  master,  with- 
out the  payment  of  the  required  charges,  and  brought  to  New  York. 
It  was  advised  that,  as  the  act  of  the  master  did  not  violate  any  statute 
of  the  United  States,  the  request  of  Brazil  that  measures  be  taken 
against  him  by  this  Government  could  not  be  complied  with. 

16  Op.,  282,  Devens,  1879. 

Under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  a  statute  of  a  State,  en- 
acting that  the  masters  and  wardens  of  a  port  within  it  should  be  en- 
titled to  demand  and  receive,  in  addition  to  other  fees,  the  sum  of  $5, 
whether  called  on  to  perform  any  service  or  not,  for  every  vessel  arriv- 
ing in  tiiat  port,  is  a  tonnage  tax,  and  is  unconstitutional  and  void. 

Steamship  Company  v.  Port  Wardens,  6  Wallace,  31. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  while  taxes  levied  by  a  State  upon  vessels 
owned  by  its  citizens  as  property,  and  based  on  a  valuation  of  the  same,  are 
not  prohibited  by  the  Federal  Constitution,  yet  taxes  cannot  be  imposed 
on  them  by  the  State  ^'  at  so  much  per  ton  of  the  registered  tonnage," 
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Such  taxes  are  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Congtitution  that  ^^  no 
State  shall,  without  the  consent  of  Congress,  lay  any  duty  of  tonnage." 
Nor  is  the  case  varied  by  the  fact  that  the  vessels  were  not  only  owned 
by  citizens  of  the  State,  but  exclusively  engaged  in  trade  between 
places  within  the  State. 

State  tonnage  tax  oases,  12  Wallace,  204. 

Any  duty,  or  tax,  or  burden  imposed  under  the  authority  of  the 
States,  which  is  in  its  essence  a  contribution  claimed  for  the  privilege 
of  arriving  and  departing  from  a  port  of  the  United  States,  and  which 
is  assessed  on  a  vessel  according  to  its  carrying  capacity,  is  a  tonnage 
tax  within  the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  and  therefore  void. 

Cannon  v.  New  Orleans,  20  Wallace,  577. 

Xy,—EXEMP2I0N  FROM  STRESS   OF   WEATHER,   VIS  MAJOR,  OR  INAD- 
VERTENCE, 

§  38. 

Where  a  coasting  vessel,  bound  from  one  port  to  another  in  the  United 
States,  is  earned  by  mutineers  into  a  foreign  port,  the  lawful  officers  ot 
such  vessel  are  entitled  to  aid  from  the  local  authorities  of  such  port  in 
recovering  control. 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Everett,  Deo.  28, 1841.  MSS.  Inst.,  Gr.  Brit. 
Same  to  same,  Feb.  12,  1842.    (Creole  case.) 

The  cargo  of  a  ship  driven  by  stress  of  weather,  or  carried  by  mutiny 
into  a  foreign  port,  is  not  subject  to  confiscation  or  disposal  in  such 
port,  because  it  may  consist  of  articles  which  are  there  held  not  to  be 
the  subjects  of  property. 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Everett,  Deo.  28,  1841.    MSS.  Inst.,  Gr.  Brit. 

[In  this  case  the  cargo  consisted  of  slaves,  bat  Mr.  Webster,  in  his  argument, 
extended  the  principle  to  goods  which  («.  g.,  opiam)  might  be  held  not  to 
be  the  subject  of  property  in  the  port  of  refnge.] 

*^  In  eases  of  vessels  carried  into  British  ports  by  violence  or  stress  of 
weather,  we  insist  that  there  shall  be  no  interference  from  the  land 
with  the  relation  or  personal  condition  of  those  on  board,  according  to 
the  laws  of  their  own  country ;  that  vessels  under  such  circumstances 
shall  enjoy  the  common  laws  of  hospitality,  subjected  to  no  force,  enti- 
tled to  have  their  immediate  wants  and  necessities  relieved,  and  to  pur- 
sue their  voyage  without  molestatiou." 

Mr.  Webster  to  Mr.  Everett,  Jane  2H,  1842 ;  2  Cartis's  Life  of  Webster,  106. 

Lord  Aberdeen  took  the  position  with  Mr.  Webster  that  the  parties 
who  had  mutinied  and  carried  off  the  Creole  were  ''  very  innocent  indi- 
\iduals,  who  had  chosen  to  come  to  her  Majesty's  dominions  with  a  ship 
the  possession  and  control  of  which  they  bad  very  rightfully  obtained." 
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•  •  «  "You  will  have  seen  what  passed  in  the  court  of>!Nassau, 
when  the  consul  of  the  United  States  made  an  attempt  to  bring  the 
mutineers  and  murderers  to  trial  as  pirates.  We  have  never  said  nor 
supposed  they  could  be  tried  in  the  British  courts  as  pirates  ;  but  the 
chief  justice  of  the  Bahama  Islands  completely  justifies  these  persons  for 
all  they  have  done,  and  goes  out  of  his  way  to  express  doctrines  and 
sentiments  which  appear  to  us  absolutely  ferocious." 

2  Curtis's  Life  of  Webster,  99. 

Mr.  Webster  to  Mr.  Everett,  June  29, 1842. 

See  discnsslon  in  2  Benton's  Thirty  years  in  U.  S.  Senate. 

^^A  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  beyond  the  distance  of  a  marine  league 
from  the  shore,  is  regarded  as  part  of'  the  territory  of  the  nation  to 
which  she  belongs,  and  subjected  exclusively  to  the  jurisdiction  of  that 
nation.  If,  against  the  will  of  her  master  or  owner,  she  be  driven  or 
carried  nearer  to  the  land,  or  even  into  port,  those  who  have  or  ought 
to  have  control  over  her  struggling  all  the  while  to  keep  her  upon  the 
high  seas,  and  so  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  her  own  Govern- 
ment, what  reason  or  justice  is  there  in  creating  a  distinction  between 
her  rights  and  immunities  in  a  position  thus  the  result  of  absolute 
necessity,  and  the  same  rights  and  immunities  before  superior  power 
has  forced  her  out  of  her  voluntary  course  t 

'^  But,  my  Lord,  the  rule  of  law  and  the  comity  and  practice  of  na- 
tions go  much  further  than  these  cases  of  necessity,  and  allow  even  to 
a  merchant  vessel  coming  into  any  open  port  of  another  country  vol- 
untarily for  the  purposes  of  lawful  trade,  to  bring  with  her  and  keep 
over  her  to  a  very  considerable  extent  the  jurisdiction  and  authority 
of  the  laws  of  her  own  country,  excluding  to  this  extent,  by  conse- 
quence, the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  law.  A  ship,  say  the  publicists, 
though  at  anchor  in  a  foreign  harbor,  preserves  its  jurisdiction  and  its 
law.  It  is  natural  to  consider  the  vessels  of  a  nation  as  parts  of  its 
territory,  though  at  sea,  as  the  state  retains  its  jurisdiction  over  them ; 
and,  according  to  the  commonly  received  custom,  this  jurisdiction  is 
preserved  over  the  vessels  even  in  parts  of  the  sea  subject  to  a  foreign 
dominion. 

''This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  law  of  nations  clearly  laid  down  by 
writers  of  received  authority,  and  entirely  conformable,  as  it  is  sup- 
posed, with  the  practices  of  modern  nations. 

''  If  a  murder  be  committed  on  board  of  an  American  vessel  by  one 
of  the  crew  upon  another,  or  upon  a  passenger,  or  by  a  passenger  on 
one  of  the  crew  or  another  passenger,  while  such  vessel  is  lying  in  a 
port  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  state  or  sovereignty,  the  offense 
is  cognizable  and  punishable  by  the  proper  court  of  the  United  States 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  offense  had  been  committed  on  board  the 
vessel  on  the  high  seas.  The  law  of  England  is  supposed  to  be  the 
same. 
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^'It  is  true  that  the  jurisdiction  of  a  nation  over  a  vessel  belonging 
to  it,  while  lying  in  the  port  of  another,  is  not  necessarily  wholly  ex- 
clusive. We  do  not  so  consider  or  so  assert  it.  For  any  unlawful 
acts  done  by  her  while  thus  lying  in  port,  and  for  all  contracts  entered 
into  while  there  by  her  master  or  owners,  she  and  they  must  doubtless 
be  answerable  to^  the  laws  of  the  place.  !Nor,  if  her  master  or  crew, 
while  on  board  in  such  port,  break  the  peace  of  the  community  by 
the  commission  of  crimes,  can  exemption  be  claimed  for  them.  But, 
nevertheless,  the  law  of  nations,  as  I  have  stated  it,  and  the  statutes 
of  Governments  founded  on  that  xlaw,  as  I  have  referred  to  them, 
show  that  enlightened  nations,  in  modem  times,  do  clearly  hold  that 
the  jurisdiction  and  laws  of  a  nation  accompany  her  ships  not  only 
over  the  high  seas,  but  into  ports  and  harbors,  or  wheresoever  else 
they  may  be  water-borne,  for  the  general  purpose  of  governing  the 
rights,  duties,  and  obligations  of  those  on  board  thereof,  and  that 
to  the  extent  of  the  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction  they  are  considered 
as  parts  of  the  territory  of  the  nation  herself. 

<^  If  a  vessel  be  driven  by  weather  into  the  ports  of  another  nation,  it 
would  hardly  be  alleged  by  any  one  that,  by  the  mere  force  of  such 
arrival  within  the  waters  of  the  state,  the  law  of  that  state  would  so 
attach  to  the  vessel  as  to  affect  existing  rights  of  property  between 
persons  on  board,  whether  arising  from  contract  or  otherwise.  The 
local  law  would  not  operate  to  make  the  goods  of  one  man  to  become  the 
goods  of  another  man.  I^or  ought  it  to  affect  their  personal  obligations 
or  existing  relations  between  themselves ;  nor  was  it  ever  supposed  to 
have  such  effect  until  the  delicate  and  exciting  question  which  has 
caused  these  interferences  in  the  British  islands  arose.  The  local  law  in 
these  cases  dissolves  no  obligations  or  relations  lawfully  entered  into  or 
lawfully  existing  according  to  the  laws  of  the  ship's  country.  If  it  did, 
intercourse  of  civilized  men  between  nation  and  nation  must  cease. 
Marriages  are  frequently  celebrated  in  one  country  in  a  manner  not 
lawful  or  valid  in  another ;  but  did  anybody  ever  doubt  that  marriages 
are  valid  all  over  the  civilized  world,  if  valid  in  the  country  in  which  they 
took  place  f  Did  any  one  ever  imagine  that  local  law  acted  upon  such 
marriages,  to  annihilate  their  obligation,  if  the  parties  should  visit  a 
country  in  which  marriages  must  be  celebrated  in  another  form!  ♦  * 
"  A  merchant  vessel  enters  the  port  of  a  friendly  state  and  enjoys 
while  there  the  protection  of  her  own  laws,  and  is  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  her  own  Government,  not  in  derogation  of  the  sovereignty  of  the 
place,  but  by  the  presumed  allowance  or  permission  of  that  sovereignty. 
This  permission  or  allowance  is  founded  on  the  comity  of  nations,  like 
the  other  cases  which  have  been  mentioned ;  and  this  comity  is  part, 
and  a  most  important  and  valuable  part,  of  the  law  of  nations,  to  which 
all  nations  are  presumed  to  assent  until  they  make  their  dissent  known. 
In  the  silence  of  any  positive  rule,  affirming  or  denying  or  restraining 
^6  pperation  of  foreign  laws,  their  tacit  adoption  is  presumed  to  t)i6 
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asual  extent.  It  is  apon  this  groand  that  coarts  of  law  expound  con- 
tracts according  to  the  law  of  the  place  in  which  they  are  made }  and 
instances  almost  innumerable  exist  in  which,  by  the  general  practice  of 
civilized  countries,  the  laws  of  one  will  be  recognized  and  often  executed 
in  another.  This  is  the  comity  of  nations,  and  it  is  upon  this,  as  its 
solid  basis,  that  the  intercourse  of  civilized  states  is  maintained. 

^^  But  while  that  which  has  now  been  said  is  understood  to  be  the 
voluntary  and  adopted  law  of  nations,  in  cases  of  the  voluntary  entry 
of  merchant  vessels  into  the  ports  of  other  countries,  it  is  nevertheless 
true  that  vessels  in  such  ports  only  through  an  overruling  necessity, 
may  place  their  claim  for  exemption  from  interference  on  still  higher 
principles ;  that  is  to  say,  principles  held  in  more  sacred  regard  by  the 
comity,  the  courtesy,  or,  indeed,  the  common  sense  of  justice  of  all 
civilized  states. 

^^  Even  in  regard  to  cases  of  necessity,  however,  there  are  things  of 
an  unfriendly  and  offensive  character,  which  yet  it  may  not  be  easy  to 
say  that  a  nation  might  not  do." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Lord  Ashbnrton,  Aug.  1,  1842.    MSS.  Notes, 
Great  Britain ;  6  Webeter's  Works,  303-13. 

<<Mr.  Wheaton  wrote  an  article  upon  this  subject  in  the  Eevue 
Fran9ai8e  et  iStrangfere,  ix,  345,  in  which  he  took  the  ground  that  the 
Creole  never  passed  under  British  jurisdiction  so  as  to  affect  the  legal 
relations  of  persons  and  things  on  board,  or  to  give  the  British  Govern- 
ment such  jurisdiction  over  the  persons  on  board  as  to  make  the  case 
one  of  extradition;  and  that  the  master,  with  such  aid  as  he  could 
obtain  from  the  consul  or  otherwise,  was  entitled,  not  only  to  carry  to 
the  United  States  all  the  persons  on  board,  whether  held  as  slaves  or 
criminals,  without  molestation  from  the  authorities,  but  to  receive  the 
assistance  of  those  authorities  to  regain  and  hold  possession  of  his 
vessel.'' 

Dana's  Wheaton,  $  103,  note  62. 

A  vessel  forced  by  stress  of  weather,  or  any  vis  major ^  to  take  refuge 
in  the  port  of  a  foreign  power  is  not  considered  as  subject  to  the  munic- 
ipal law  of  that  power,  so  far  as  concerns  any  penalty,  prohibition, 
tax,  or  incapacity  that  would  be  incurred  by  otherwise  entering  the 
port;  provided  she  does  nothing  during  her  stay  to  violate  the  munic- 
ipal law.  It  was  accordingly  held  in  the  case  of  an  American  vessel 
seized  by  her  cargo  of  slaves  and  taken  into  a  port  under  the  dominion 
of  Great  Britain,  that  the  slaves  could  not  be  treated  as  free  by  the 
British  authorities,  at  least  so  long  as  they  continued  on  board  the 
vessel. 

The  Creole,  4  Op.,  98,  Legar^,  1842. 

'Mr.  Bates,  the  umpire  in  the  British -American  arbitration  of  1853, 
in  his  opinion  in  favor  of  the  claimants,  took  the  following  positions: 

^^The  Creole  was  on  a  voyage,  sanctioned  and  protected  by  Uie  laws 
Qi  the  United  States  and  by  th^  Jftv  of  oatloos,    JJer  right  to  vVfV 
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gate  the  ocean  could  not  be  questioned,  and,  as  growing  out  of  tba.t 
right,  the  right  to  seek  shelter  or  enter  the  ports  of  a  friendly  power  in 
case  of  distress  or  of  any  unavoidable  necessity.  A  vessel  navigating 
the  ocean  carries  with  her  the  laws  of  her  own  country,  so  far  as  relates 
to  the  persons  and  property  on  board,  and,  to  a  certain  extent,  retains 
these  rights  even  in  the  port  of  the  foreign  nations  she  may  visit." 
•  •  •  u  rj^^  municipal  law  of  England  cannot  authorize  a  magistrate 
to  violate  the  law  of  nations  by  invading  with  an  armed  force  the  vessel 
of  a  friendly  nation  that  has  committed  no  offense,  and  forcibly  dis- 
solving the  relations  which,  by  the  laws  of  his  country,  the  captain  is 
bound  to  preserve  and  enforce  on  board.  These  rights,  sanctioned  by 
the  law  of  nations,  viz,  the  right  to  navigate  the  ocean  and  to  seek 
shelter  in  case  of  distress  or  other  unavoidable  circumstances,  and  to 
retain  over  the  ship,  her  cargo,  and  passengers  the  laws  of  her  country, 
must  be  respected  by  all  nations,  for  no  independent  nation  would  sub- 
mit to  their  violation." 

Hep.  Com.  of  1853,  244,  245. 

^^The  case  of  the  Creole  presents  an  extreme  example  of  this  refusal 
on  the  part  of  nations  to  recognize  the  law  of  the  domicile  where  it  sanc- 
tions slavery.  This  vessel,  containing  slaves  in  transportation  from 
one  port  of  the  United  States  to  another,  was  by  their  act  forced  to  put 
into  a  port  of  the  Bahama  Islands  in  the  winter  of  ld41-'42.  The  slaves 
having  secured  for  themselves  a  refuge  on  shore,  the  colonial  authori- 
ties, and  afterwards  the  British  Government,  refused  to  give  them  up, 
as  being  free  persons.  If  the  slaves  had  merely  fled  to  British  terri- 
tory, it  was  conceded  that  they  could  not  be  demanded  back.  But  it 
was  contended  by  Mr.  Webster,  that  the  la\^of  nations  exempts  from 
interference  property  on  vessels  driven  into  foreign  i)orts  by  disasters 
of  the  sea,  or  carried  there  by  unlawful  force.  This  exemption  from 
territorial  law  is  undoubtedly  made  by  the  law  of  nations.  But  the 
question  is,  whether  such  a  rule  of  comity  and  humanity  should  over- 
ride a  greater  act  of  humanity  and  compel  the  territorial  authorities'to 
use  force  in  order  to  prevent  the  slaves  from  retaining  their  liberty. 
By  what  process  could  this  be  done  in  a  land  where  slavery  is  unknown, 
and  how  could  a  passenger  be  required  to  return  on  board  a  certain 
vessel  which  he  had  left  f 

'^  It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  in  regard  to  applications  of  foreign 
law,  which  the  moral  sense  or  political  principles  of  a  nation  reject,  that 
questions  growing  out  of  a  status  which  cannot  be  recognized  by  the 
courts,  if  they  do  not  affect  the  personal  capacity  itself,  may  be  decided 
accor^ng  to  the  foreign  law.  Thus  a  contract  relating  to  the  sale  and 
purchase  of  slaves  might  be  held  legal,  if  legal  in  the  domicile  of  the 
contracting  parties.  And  it  is  probable  that  the  children  of  a  polyga- 
mist  Turk,  by  a  second  or  third  wife,  would  not  be  treated  as  bastards 
in  idl  respects  by  Christian  courts." 

Woolaey,  $  70. 

The  ooirespondence  in  the  Creole  case  is  discassed  by  Calvo,  Droit  Int.,  3d  ed., 

vol.  ii,  269,  /. 
Jks  to  Creole  case,  see,  further,  Brit,  and  For.  St.  Pap.  for  1841-42;  vol.  30,  181 ; 

Abdy's  Kent  (1878)  149 ;  4  phill,  Int.  Law^  -^  ed.,  15 ;  2  Benton's  Thirty 

J^f^j  4o.,  408. 

m 


§38.]  SOVEREIGNTY   OVER   WATER.  [CHAP.   U. 

*'A  convention  was  concluded  at  Madrid  on  the  5tli  of  Marcb,  1860, 
establishing  a  joint  commission  for  the  final  adjudication  and  payment 
of  all  the  claims  of  the  respective  parties.  By  this  the  validity  and 
amount  of  the  Cuban  claims  were  expressly  admitted,  and  their  speedy 
payment  was  placed  beyond  question.  The  convention  was  transmitted 
to  the  Senate  for  their  constitutional  action  on  the  3d  of  May,  1860,  but 
on  the  27th  of  June  they  determined,  greatly  to  the  suprise  of  the 
President  and  the  disappointment  of  the  claimants,  that  they  would 
^not  advise  and  consent?  to  its  ratification. 

^'  The  reason  for  this  decision,  because  made  in  executive  session,  can- 
not be  positively  known.  This,  as  stated  and  believed  at  the  time,  was 
because  the  convention  had  authorized  the  Spanish  Government  to  pre- 
sent its  Amistad  claim,  like  any  other  claim,  before  the  board  of  com. 
missioners  for  decision.  This  claim,  it  will  be  recollected,  was  for  the 
payment  to  the  Spanish  owners  of  the  value  of  certain  slaves,  for  which 
the  Spanish  Gk)vernment  held  the  United  States  to  be  responsible  under 
the  treaty  with  Spain  of  the  27th  October,  1795.  Such  was  the  evidence 
in  its  favor  that  three  Presidents  of  the  United  States  had  i^ecommended 
to  Congress  to  make  an  appropriation  for  its  payment,  and  a  bill  for 
this  purpose  had  passed  the  Senate.  The  validity  of  the  claim,  it  is 
proper  to  observe,  was  not  recognized  by  the  convention.  In  this  re- 
spect it  was  placed  on  the  same  footing  with  all  the  other  claims  of  the 
parties,  with  the  exception  of.  the  Cuban  claims.  All  the  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment obtained  for  it  was  simply  a  hearing  before  the  board,  and  this 
could  not  be  denied  with  any  show  of  impartiality.  Besides,  it  is  quite 
certain  that  no  conventfon  could  have  been  concluded  without  such  a 
provision. 

^<  It  was  most  probably  the  extreme  views  of  the  Senate  .at  the  time 
against  slavery,  and  their  reluctance  to  recognize  it  even  so  fisur  as  to 
{(ermit  a  foreign  claimant,  although  under  the  sanction  of  a  treaty,  to 
raise  a  question  before  the  board  which  might  involve  its  existence, 
that  caused  the  rejection  of  the  convention.  Under  the  impulse  of  such 
sentiments,  the  claims  of  our  fellow-citizens  have  been  postponed  if  not 
finally  defeated.  Indeed,  the  Cuban  claimants,  learning  that  the  objec* 
tions  in  the  Senate  arose  from  the  Amistad  claim,  made  a  formal  offer 
to  remove  the  difficulty  by  deducting  its  amount  from  the  sum  due  to 
them,  but  this,  of  course,  could  not  be  accepted." 

Mr.  BnchanaD^s  defense  quoted  2  Cnrtis's  Bach.,  223. 
As  to  Amistad  case,  see,  fally,  infra  $  161. 

<<The  ca^e  of  the  Rebecca  is  one  of  a  number  which  have  lately 
happened  in  various  parts  of  the  world  under  the  Spanish  or  Spanish- 
American  law.  From  Manila,  from  Spain,  from  Cuba,  from  Venezuela, 
from  Mexico,  the  same  story  comes  of  vessels  driven  bj  stress  of 
weather  to  deviate  in  some  measure  from  the  plan  of  their  voyage,  and 
punished  by  lieavy  fines,  or  even  confiscation^  because  the  documents 

164 


CHAP.  II.]  POKT  LAW :   NECESSITY.  [$  38. 

or  cargo  do  uot  conform  to  the  rules  laid  down  for  regular  direct  im- 
portatioDS.  The  frequency  with  which  cases  of  inhospitable  treatment 
like  this  are  bronght  to  the  notice  of  this  Government  is  a  cause  of 
apprehension.  Some  of  the  instances  which  have  come  under  our 
observation  show  subjection  to  treatment  not  far  removed  from  the 
ancient  rule  by  which  a  vessel  out  of  her  course  or  stranded  on  strange 
coasts  became  lawful  plunder.  The  course  of  modern  civilization  has 
exempted  shipwrecked  vessels  and  crews  from  inhospitable  treatment, 
and  it  may  not  be  chimerical  to  hope  for  a  better  international  under- 
standing which  may  leniently  free  a  vessel  in  distress  from  the  perils 
of  a  rigid  interpretation  of  the  letter  of  a  law  applicable  only  to  regular 
and  undistressed  arrivals.'' 

Mr.  Frelingbuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Bir.  Morgan,  Apr.  7, 1884.     MSS.  Inst., 
Mexico. 

A  vessel  '<  anchored  outside  of  the  bar,  near  the  harbor  of  Tampico, 
in  an  exceptionally  rough  sea,  at  the  close  of  a  severe  storm,  which 
rendered  it  unsafe  for  her  to  attempt  to  cross  the  bar  or  enter  the  har- 
bor,'' "  could  scarcely  be  said,  with  strict  propriety,  to  have  been  in 
Mexican  waters." 

Mr.  FrellDgbnyaen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  May  17,  1884.  MSS.  iDst., 
Mex. ;  For.  Rel.,^1884. 

A  United  States  merchant  vessel,  driven  into  a  Mexican  port  against 
the  will  of  her  officers,  and  by  storms  which  they  could  not  prudently 
escape,  is  entitled  to  redress  from  Mexico,  through  the  agency  of  this 
Department,  for  injury  sustained  by  her  from  beiug  run  into  negligently 
by  a  Mexican  cruiser. 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jackson,  July  2,  1885.    MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. 

Omiis,  in  such  cases,  is  a  defence  to  a  charge  of  invasion  of  port  laws. 

Same  to  same,  Sept.  14,  1885,  id. 

As  to  Venezuelan  penalties  on  vessel  seeking  port  in  distress  see  Mr.  Freling- 
buysen.  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Baker,  Feb.  18,  1884 ;  April  1,  1884.  MSS. 
Inst.,  Yenez. 

The  Bebecca  was  a  United  States  merchant  vessel  engaged  in  the 
coastwise  trade.  She  was  bound  for  Tampico,  Mexico,  but  had  on 
board  some  packages  for  Brazos,  Texas.  When  she  arrived  off  Brazos, 
she  was  met  by  a  violent  storm  which  drove  her  south,  and  after  it 
abated  she  made  for  Tampico.  There  she  was  seized,  and  because  the 
packages  intended  for  Brazos  were  not  on  her  Mexican  manifest  she 
and  her  cargo  were  confiscated.  The  question  of  law  in  the  case  is 
whether,  the  packages  intended  for  Brazos  having  been  brought  into 
Tampico  through  stress  of  weather,  the  vessel  was  '^  liable  to  penal 
process  in  such  port  either  for  '  smuggling '  or  for  ^  bringing  goods  into 
the  port  without  projier  papers.' 
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'^  I  contend  that  this  vessel  was  not  so  liable,  and  to  have  seized  and 
confiscated  the  Rebecca  under  the  circamstancesof  her  enforced  entrance 
into  Tampico  appears  to  have  been  a  peculiar  and  unreasonable  hardship. 
It  has  been  frequently  held  by  this  Government,  in  conformity  with  re- 
peated rulings  of  the  courts  in  similar  cases,  that  casris  or  unavoid- 
able necessity  is  a  defense  to  any  charge  of  invasion  of  custom-house 
regulations." 

Mr.  Porter,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jackson,  Sept.  14, 1885.  MSS.  Inst., 
Mexico;  affirmed  by  Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Meters.  SheUabarger  and 
Wilson,  May  26, 18t^,  MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

Where  goods  are  brought  by  superior  force,  or  by  inevitable  necessity, 
into  the  United  States,  they  are  not  deemed  to  be  so  imported  as  neces- 
sarily to  attach  the  right  to  duties.  If,  however,  such  goods  are  after- 
wards sold  or  consumed  in  the  country,  or  incorporated  in  the  general 
mass  of  its  property,  they  become  retroactively  liable  to  the  pi^yment 
of  duties. 

Brig  Concord,  9  Cranch,  387. 

Alleged  excuse  of  distress  repelled,  on  libel  under  the  non-intercourse 
acts,  and  condemnation  pronounced. 

The  New  York,  3  Wheaton,  59. 

Under  the  act  of  February  28, 1803,  §  2,  the  master  of  an  American 
vessel  which  touches  at  a  foreign  port  to  obtain  advices,  but  does  not 
enter  nor  do  any  business  there,  is  not  bound  to  deposit  the  register 
with  the  consul  of  the  United  States ;  such  presence  in  port  is  not  an 
"arrival "  within  the  meaning  of  that  act. 

Harrison  v.  Vose,  9  Howard,  372. 

Where  the  detention  of  a  foreign  merchant  vessel  in  port  was  caused 
by  her  resistance  to  the  orders  of  the  properly-constituted  authorities, 
whom  she  was  bound  to  obey,  she  preferring  such  detention  to  a  clear- 
ance upon  the  conditions  imposed,  it  was  ruled  that  her  owner,  a  sub- 
ject of  Prussia,  is  not  entitled  to  any  damages  against  the  United  States 
under  the  law  of  nations  or  the  treaty  with  that  power. 

U.  S.  V.  Diekelman,  92  U.  S.,  520. 

The  burden  is  on  the  party  setting  up  necessity. 

The  Major  Barbour,  Blatch.  Pr.  Ca.,  167 ;  The  Snnbeam,  id,,  316, 656;  The  Diana, 
7  Wall.,  354. 

On  the  requisition  of  the  British  minister,  a  British  vessel  and  cargo 
which  have  been  wantonly  and  feloniously  taken  into  an  American  port 
in  violation  of  our  revenue  laws,  and  there  seized  by  the  officers  of  the 
port  for  such  violation,  should  be  restored  to  an  innocent  owner.  The 
forfeitures  and  penalties  prescribed  by  our  laws  have  never  been  in- 
flicted on  owners  of  vessels  which  have  been  brought  within  our  juris- 
diction by  others'  crime. 

1  Op.,  509,  Wirt,  1821. 
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^*  A  ship  or  vessel,  on  the  high  seas,  iu  time  of  peace,  and  engaged 
in  a  lawfal  voyage,  is,  by  the  law  of  nations,  on^der  the  exclusive  juris- 
diction of  the  state  to  which  her  flag  belongs ;  and  *  *  if  forced  by 
stress  of  weather,  or  other  unavoidable  cause,  into  a  port  of  a  Mendly 
XK>wer,  she  would  lose  none  of  the  rights  ai)pertaining  to  her  on  the 
high  seas;  but,  on  the  contrary,  she,  with  her  cargo  and  persons  on 
board,  including  their  property  and  all  the  rights  belonging  to  their 
personal  relations,  would  be  placed  under  the  protection  which  the  law 
of  nations  extends  to  the  unfortunate  in  such  cases." 

Mr.  CaUiouii's  speech  on  the  caae  of  the  brigs  Comet,  Emporium,  and  Enter- 
prise, March  13,  1840;  3  Calhoun's  Works  (by  Crall^),  465. 

For  necessity  in  other  relations,  see  infra,  i  50. 

XVI.  ARMING  MEBCHANT  VESSELS, 

■ 

§  39. 

At  to  privateering,  see  infra,  $$  380-384. 

^<  In  answer  to  your  request  for  an  expression  of  opinion  in  regard  to 
Mr.  Ogden's  question  whether  a  vessel  which  he  is  said  to  be  fitting  out 
for  a  trading  voyage  to  the  South  Sea  Islands,  can  carry  two  guns  and 
other  arms  for  protection  and. defense  against  the  natives,  I  am  not 
aware  of  any  international  prohibition  or  of  any  treaty  provision  which 
would  prevent  a  vessel  trading  amid  the  groups  of  islands  of  the  South 
Sea  from  carrying  a  couple  of  guns  and  arms  for  the  proper  and  necessary 
protection  of  the  vessel  against  violence  on  the  part  of  lawless  or  par- 
tially civilized  communities,  or  of  the  piratical  crews  which  are  repre- 
sented to  occasionally  frequent  those  waters,  providing  always  that  the 
vessel  carrying  such  guns  and  arms  itself  be  on  a  lawful  voyage  and  be 
engaged  in  none  other  than  peaceftil  commerce,  and  that  such  guns  and 
arms  be  intended  and  be  used  solely  for  the  purpose  of  defense  and  of 
self-protection." 

Mr.  Fish,  8eo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  MoiriU,  Feb.  8, 1877.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

But  a  merchant  vessel  using  arms  for  acts  of  destruction  on  the  high  seas  may 

be,  unless  duly  commissioned  for  the  purpose,  a  pirate. 
Infira,  $  380. 

The  Bevised  Statutes  provide  in  this  relation  as  follows : 
<^Seo.  5289.  The  owners  or  consignees  of  every  armed  vessel  sailing 
oat  of  the  ports  of  the  United  States,  belonging  wholly  or  in  part  to  citi- 
sEens  thereof,  shall,  before  clearing  out  the  same,  give  bond  to  the  United 
States,  with  sufficient  sareties^  in  double  the  amount  of  the  value  of  the 
vessel  and  cargo  on  lx>ard,  including  her  armament,  conditioned  that 
the  vessel  shall  not  be  employed  by  such  owners  to  cruise  or  commit 
hostilities  against  the  subjects,  citizens,  or  property  of  any  foreign 
prince  or  state,  or  of  any  colony,  district,  or  people,  with  whom  tihe 
United  States  are  at  peace." 
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The  law  does  not  prohibit  armed  vessels  belonging  to  citizens  of  the 
United  States  from  sailing  oat  of  onr  ports ;  it  only  requires  the  owners 
to  give  security  that  such  vessels  shall  not  be  employed  by  them  to 
commit  hostilities  against  foreign  powers  at  peace  with  the  United 
States. 

U.  8.  V,  Qnlnoy,  6  Pet.,  445. 

XVn.  NEUTRALIZED  WATERS. 

§  40. 

The  treaty  of  Washington,  of  April  19, 1850  (Clayton-Bulwer),  recites 
at  the  outset  the  desire  of  the  parties  to  set  forth  by  ^^  a  convention 
their  views  and  intentions  with  reference  to  any  means  of  communica- 
tion by  ship-canal,  which  may  be  constructed  between  the  Atlantic  nnd 
Pacific  Oceans,  by  the  way  of  the  river  St.  Juan  de  Nicaragua  and 
either  or  both  of  the  lakes  of  Nicaragua  or  Managua,  to  any  port  or 
place  on  the  Pacific  Ocean."  In  Article  Y  it  is  engaged  ^<  that  when  the 
said  canal  shall  have  been  completed  they  will  protect  it  from  interrup- 
tion, seizure,  or  unjust  confiscation,  and  that  they  will  guarantee  the 
neutrality  thereof,  so  that  the  said  canal  may  forever  be  open  and  free, 
and  the  capital  invested  therein  secure."  But  this  neutrality  and  guar- 
antee was  conditioned  on  the  managers  making  regulations  ^^  not  con- 
trary to  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the  convention,"  and  to  the  with- 
drawal six  months'  notice  is  requisite.  It  is  further  provided  (Article 
VIII)  that  the  contracting  parties  **  having  not  only  desired,  in  entering 
into  this  convention,  to  accomplish  a  particular  object,  but  also  to  estab- 
lish a  general  principle,"  agree  to  "  extend  their  protection,  by  treaty 
stipulations,  to  any  other  practicable  communications,  whether  by  canal 
or  railway,  across  the  isthmus  which  connects  North  and  South  Amer- 
ica, and  especially  to  the  interoceanic  communications,  should  the  same 
prove  to  be  practicable,  whether  by  canal  or  railway,  which  are  now 
proposed  to  be  establisned  by  way  of  Tehuantepec  or  Panama."  The 
free  use  of  such  transit  is  to  be  open  to  all  states  joining  in  the  guar- 
antee. 

This  tre%ty  is  the  only  instance  in  which  the  United  States  has  con- 
sented to  join  with  any  European  power  in  the  management  of  political 
interests  in  the  western  hemisphere ;  and  the  treaty  is  remarkable,  not 
merely  because  it  is  a  departure  from  the  settled  policy  of  the  United 
States  not  to  sanction  any  European  interference  in  the  aJSEeiiirs  of 
America,  but  because,  deviating  in  this  way  from  our  settled  system,  it 
undertakes,  in  concert  with  a  foreign  power,  to  determine  a  question 
the  most  important  to  the  United  States  that  can  arise  outside  of  our 
own  territory.  Hereafter,  in  §§  57,  72,  will  be  considered  the  general 
policy  of  the  United  States  to  which  this  is  an  exception,  and  in  §§  287, 
Jf,  the  questions  of  international  law  immediately  arising  from  our 
relations  to  the  isthmus.  It  will  also  be  hereafter  shown  that  so  far  as 
the  Clayton-Bulwer  treaty  (of  1860)  relates  to  the  then  recent  projected 
Nicaraguan  canal,  it  is  now  obsolete,  that  canal  having  been  aban- 
doned, and  the  concession  to  it  recalled  by  Nicaragua;  and  that  the 
eighth  article  of  the  treaty,  as  given  above,  cannot  any  longer,  from 
cl^nge  of  circumstances,  and  other  causes,  be  enforced.  .  Infra^  §  150  jf. 
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Eivers  which  pass  through  several  states  are,  as  we  have  seen,  neu- 
tralized, so  far  as  concerns  the  several  riparian  sovereigns,  sometimes 
by  a  tacit  understanding  of  the  law  of  nations  to  this  effect,  sometimes 
by  treaty. 

Supraf  $  30. 

The  neutralization  of  the  Bhine  is  thus  limited  by  the  twenty-sixth 
article  of  the  treaty  of  Vienna  of  1816. 

^^  K  it  should  happen  that  war  should  break  out  among  the  stai;es  of 
the  Bhine,  the  collection  of  the  customs  shall  continue  uninterrupted 
without  any  obstacle  being  thrown  in  the  way  of  either  party.  The 
vessels  and  persons  employed  by  the  custom-houses  shall  enjoy  all  the 
rights  of  neutrality." 

On  July  13, 1840,  a  convention  was  entered  into  at  London  between 
Great  Britain,  Austria,  Prussia,  Bussia,  and  the  Ottoman  Porte  ^^  for 
the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  principle  that  the  passage  of  the  Straits 
of  Dardanelles  and  of  the  Bosphorus  shall  remain  always  closed  against 
foreign  ships-of-war  while  the  Porte  is  at  peace.''  France  was  not  con- 
sulted as  to  this  treaty,  which  was  precipitated  by  the  revolt  of  Mehemet 
Ali,  whose  relations  with  France  were  intimate,  against  the  Porte.  This 
exclusion  was  much  resented  by  France,  and  for  a  time  it  seemed  as  if 
the  ^'  neutralization  7  in  this  case  would  be  broken  up  by  an  immediate 
hostile  attack.  (See  Guizot's  Embassy  to  the  Court  of  St.  James, 
chapts.  6,  7.)  Nor  was  the  United  States  consulted,  or  in  any  way  a 
party  to  the  procedure,  and  is  not,  therefore,  bound  by  the  neutraliza- 
tion. 

The  treaty  of  Paris  of  1866,  to  which  most  of  the  great  European 
powers  assented,  but  to  which  the  United  States  was  not  a  party,  ex- 
tended still  further  this  neutralization.  By  its  ninth  article  it  provides 
that  "the  Black  Sea  is  neutralized;  its  waters  and  its  ports,  thrown 
open  to  the  mercantile  marine  of  every  nation,  are  formally  and  in  per- 
petuity interdicted  to  the  flag  of  war,  either  of  the  powers  possessing 
its  coasts  or  of  any  other  power,  with  the  exceptions  mentioned  in  Ar- 
ticles XIV  and  XIX  of  the  present  treaty.''  By  the  tenth  article  of  a 
supplementary  treaty  of  the  same  date  the  "  Sultan  declared  he  was 
firmly  resolved  to  maintain  for  the  future  the  principle  invariably  es- 
tablished as  the  ancient  rule  of  his  Empire,  and  by  virtue  of  which  it 
has  at  all  times  been  prohibited  for  the  shipsof-war  of  foreign  powers 
to  enter  the  Straits  of  the  Dardanelles  and  of  the  Bosphorus,  and  that, 
so  long  as  the  Porte  is  at  peace,  His  Majesty  will  admit  no  foreign  ships- 
of-war  into  the  said  straits."  The  six  other  signatories  "  engaged  to  re- 
spect this  determination  of  the  Sultan,  and  to  conform  themselves  to 
the  principle  above  declared."  The  clause  as  to  the  neutralization  of 
the  Black  Sea  was  abrogated  by  the  first  article  of  the  treaty  of  Lon- 
don, of  March  13, 1857,  but  there  was  a  renewal  of  the  rule  closing  the 
Dardanelles  and  the  Bosphorus  to  ships-of  war;  the  right  being  re- 
served, however,  to  the  Sultan,  of  "opening  them  in  time  of  peace  to 
the  vesselsof-war  of  friendly  and  allied  powers,  in  case  the  Sublime 
Porte  should  judge  it  necessary,  in  order  to  secure  the  execution  of  the 
stipulations  of  the  treaty  of  Paris  of  30th  March,  1856." 

Great  Britain,  on  August  27, 1856,  solemnized  with  Honduras  a  treaty 
which  may  be  regarded  as  an  appendage  to  the  clauses  in  the  Clayton- 
Bulwer  treaty  above  given.  An  "additional  article,"  as  it  is  called,  to 
the  British-Honduras  treaty  provides  that  "  in  consideration  of  the 
conoessiona  previously  named,  and  in  order  to  f  ecure  the  constructioB 
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and  permauence  of  the  route  or  road  herein  contemplated,  and  also  to 
secore  for  the  benefit  of  mankind  the  uninterrupted  advantages  of  such 
communication  from  sea  to  sea,  Her  Britannic  Majesty  equally  engages, 
in  conjunction  with  the  Republic  of  Honduras,  to  protect  the  same 
i'rom  interruption,  seizure,  and  unjust  confiscation  from  whatsoever 
quarters  the  attempt  may  proceed.  The  gaarantee  may  be  withdrawn 
if  the  managers  act  contrary  to  the  spirit  and  intention  of  it." 

Fauchille  (Blocus  Maritime,  Paris,  1882, 184  jf.)  discusses  in  detail  the 
question  of  neutralization  of  canals.  As  to  the  United  States,  he  says : 
''The  doctrine  which  declares  the  canal  inaccessible  to  belligerent 
vessels  of  war  is  adopted  by  treaties  of  commerce  and  navigation  be- 
tween the  United  States,  on  the  one  side  (July  11, 1861,  and  June  24, 
1867),  and  Great  Britain,  on  the  other  side  (Aug.  27, 1856,  and  Feb.  11, 
I860),  with  Honduras  and  Nicaragua  f  Treat,  and  Con  v.  of  the  U.  S.,  ed. 
1873;  Martens,  Nouveau  recueil  g^neral^  1"  partie,  XVI,  549;  2«  par- 
tie,  XVI,  380).  It  is,  however,  rejected  in  the  Treaty  of  Washington 
(April  19, 1850),  between  the  United  States  and  Oreat  Britain  in  respect 
to  the  projected  Panama  Canal."  As  is  observed  by  Fauchille,  the 
doctrine  of  the  latter  treaty  treats  the  canal  as  territorial  water,  which 
belligerents  can  traverse,  but  in  which  they  are  not  permitted  to  engage 
ill  acts  of  hostility,  and  not  as  territorial  land,  which  they  are  not  per- 
mitted to  traverse.  He  calls  attention^  at  the  same  time,  to  instructions 
by  Mr.  Blaine  on  June  24, 1881,  to  Mr.  Lowell,  minister  at  London,  in 
which  he  declares  that  the  United  States  would  not  recognize  the  right 
of  hostile  cruisers  to  pass  through  the  canal. 

The  subject  of  the  neutralization  of  the  great  South  American  rivers 
has  been  already  incidentally  noticed  in  this  section.  In  its  relation 
to  Paraguay  it  will  be  discussed  infra,  §  321 ;  in  its  relation  to  Pern, 
in/ray  §  157.    See  also  exposition  in  Schuyler's  Am.  Diplomacy,  319  ff. 
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DTTEBVEHTIOBr  WITH  FOBEIOH  SOVEEEIONTIES. 
L    Genbbal  bulb  is  non-intkbvektion,  $  45. 

n.     EXGBPTIONS. 

(1)  Relief  and  protection  of  citizens  abroad,  $  46. 

(2)  Agencies  to  obtain  information  as  to  pending  insurrection,  $  47. 

(3)  Sympathy  with  liberal  political  struggles,  $  47a. 

(4)  Hospitality  to  political  refugees,  $  48. 

(5)  Mediation,  $  49. 

(6)  Necessity,  as  where  marauders  can  be  checked  only  by  such  interven- 

tion, $  50. 
(a)  Amelia  Island,  $  50a. 
(()  Pensacola  and.  the  Florida  posts,  $  505. 
(o)  Steamboat  Caroline,  $  50c. 
(d)  Greytown,  $  50(2. 
(«)  Border  raiders,  $  50e. 

(7)  Explorations  in  barbarous  lauds  {e.  g.,  the  Congo),  $  51. 

(8)  Intercession  in  extreme  cases  of  political  offenders,  $  52. 

(9)  International  courts  in  semi-civilized  lands,  $  53. 

(10)  Good  offices  for  missionaries  abroad,  $  54. 

(11)  Gk)od  offices  for  persecuted  Jews,  $  55. 

(12)  Non-prohibition  of  publications  and  subscriptions  in  aid  of  political  ac- 

tion abroad^  $  56. 

(13)  Charitable  contributions  abroad,  $  56a. 

III.      iMTEBYBMriON  OF   EUBOPBAN  60VBBBIGN8   IN  AFFAIBS  OF  THIS  CONTINENT 
DISAFPROVBD— UONBOB  DOCTRINE,  $  57. 

IV.    Spbcial  applications  of  doctrine. 

(1)  Mexico,  $  58. 

(2)  Peru,  J  59. 

(3)  Cuba,  $  60. 

(4)  San  Domingo  and  Hayti,  $  61. 

(5)  Danish  West  Indies,  $  61a. 

(6)  Hawaii  (Sandwich  Islands),  $  62. 

(7)  Samoa,  Caroline,  and  other  Pacific  Islands,  (  63. 

(8)  Corea,  $  64.  • 

(9)  Falkland  Mauds,  $  65. 

(10)  Liberia,  $  66. 

(11)  China,  $  67. 

(12)  Japan,  $  68. 

(13)  Turkey,  Tripoli,  and  Tunis,  %  68a. 
y.    Bbcognition  of  bbluqerbnot,  $  69. 

YI.    Rbcoonition  of  sotereionty,  $  70. 
yn.    Such  bbcognition  detebminablb  by  executivb,  $  71. 
Vni.    Accbehon,  not  colonization,  the  policy  of  thb  united  states,  %  72. 
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I.  aENEBAL  RULE  IS  NON-INTERVENTION. 

§45. 

^<  Europe  has  a  set  of  primary  interests  which  to  us  have  none  or  a 
very  remote  relation.  Hence,  she  mast  be  engaged  in  ireqnent  contro- 
versies, the  caases  of  which  are  essentially  foreign  to  our  concerns. 
Hence,  therefore,  it  mast  be  unwise  in  as  to  implicate  oarselves  by  arti- 
ficial ties  in  the  ordinary  vicissitades  of  her  politics,  or  the  ordinary 
combinations  and  collisions  of  her  friendships  or  enmities.  Oar  de- 
tached and  distant  sitnation  invites  and  enables  as  to  parsue  a  different 
coarse.'^ 

President  Washington's  Farewell  Address,  1797. 

"  '  You  are  afraid,'  says  Mr.  Oswald  to-day,  ^  of  being  made  the  tool 
of  the  powers  of  Barope.'  '  Indeed,  I  am,'  said  I.  '  What  powers  t ' 
said  he.  ^AU  of  them,'  said  I.  *  It  is  obvious  that  all  the  powers  of 
Earope  will  be  continaally  manoBavering  with  as  to  work  us  into  their 
real  or  imaginary  balances  of  power.  They  will  all  wish  to  make  of  as 
a  make- weight  candle,  when  they  are  weighing  oat  their  poands.  In- 
deed, it  is  not  sarprising,  for  we  shall  very  often,  if  not  always,  be  able 
to  tnrn  the  scale.  Bat  I  think  it  onght  to  be  oar  rale  not  to  meddle ; 
and  that  of  all  the  powers  of  Earope,  not  to  desire  as,  or,  perhaps,  even 
to  permit  as,  to  interfere,  if  they  can  help  it.' " 

Mr.  John  Adams's  Diary,  Nov  18.  1782 ;  "3  John  Adams's  Works,  316. 

<'  Peace  is  made  between  Rassia  and  the  Porte,  aod  the  definitive 
treaty  between  England  and  Holland  is  expected  to  be  soon  signed. 
May  the  world  continae  at  peace!  Bat  if  it  shoald  not,  I  hope  we  shall 
have  wisdom  enoagh  to  keep  oarselves  oat  of  any  broil.  As  I  am  qaite 
in  Sentiment  with  the  Baron  de  Nolken,  the  Swedish  ambassador  at  St. 
James's,  who  did 'me  the  honor  to  visit  me,  althoagh  I  had  not  visited 
him.  ^  Sir,'  said  he,  ^  I  take  it  for  granted  that  yoa  will  have  sense 
enoagh  to  see  as  in  Earope  cat  each  other's  throats  with  a  philosophical 
tranquillity.' " 

Mr.  J.  Adams  to  the  President  of  Cong^ss,  Febraary  10,  1784 ;  8  John  Adams's 
Works,  178. 

<'  I  am  sensible  that  yoar  situation  mast  have  been  difficult  during 
the  transition  from  the  late  form  of  government  to  the  re-establishment 
of  sotne'other  legitimate  authority,  and  that  you  may  have  been  at  a 
loss  to  determine  with  whom  business  might  be  done;  nevertheless 
when  principles  are  well  understood,  their  application  is  less  embar- 
rassing. We  surely  cannot  deny  to  any  nation  that  right  whereon  our 
own  Government  is  founded,  that  every  one  may  govern  itself  according 
to  whatever  form  it  pleases,  and  change  these  forms  at  its  own  will ; 
and  that  it  may  transact  its  business  with  foreign  nations  through 
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whatever  organ  it  thinks  proper,  whether  king,  convention,  assembly, 
committee,  president,  or  anything  else  it  may  choose.  The  will  of  the 
nation  is  the  only  thing  essential  to  be  regarded.  On  the  dissolution 
of  the  late  constitution  in  France,  by  removing  so  integral  a  part  of  it 
as  the  King,  the  national  assembly,  to  whom  a  part  only  of  the  public 
authority  had  been  delegated,  appear  to  have  considered  themselves  as 
incompetent  to  transact  the  afG^irs  of  the  nation  legitimately;  they  in- 
vited their  fellow-citizens,  therefore,  to  appoint  a  national  convention." 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morris,  March  Vi,  1793.   MSS.  Inst.,  Ministers. 
(See  3  Jeff.  Works,  521.) 

*<We  love  and  value  peace;  we  know  its  blessings  from  experience. 
We  abhor  the  follies  of  war,  and  are  not  untried  in  its  distresses  and 
calamities.  Unmeddling  with  the  affairs  of  other  nations,  we  had  hoped 
that  our  distance  would  have  left  us  free,  in  the  example  and  indul- 
gence of  i>eace  with  the  world." 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Messrs.  Carmichael  and  Short,  June  30,  1793. 
MSS.  Inst.,  Ministers;  4  Jefll  Works,  9. 

^<  The  principle  of  foreign  affairs,  which  I  then  advocated,  has  been  the 
invariable  guide  of  my  conduct  in  all  situations,  as  ambassador  in 
France,  Holland,  and  England,  and  as  Vice-President  and  President  of 
the  United  States,  from  that  hour  to  this.  •  •  •  This  priuciple  was 
that  we  should  make  no  treaties  of  alliapce  with  any  European  power; 
that  we  should  consent  to  none  but  treaties  of  commerce ;  that  we  should 
separate  ourselves  as  far  as  possible,  and  as  long  as  possible,  from  all 
European  politics  and  wars.  In  discussing  the  variety  of  motions  which 
were  made  as  substitutes  for  Mr.  Chase's,  I  was  remarkably  cool,  and, 
for  me,  unusually  eloquent.  On  no  occasion,  before  or  after,  did  I  ever 
make  a  greater  impression  on  Congress.'' 

Mr.  J.  Adams  to  Dr.  Rush,  Sept.  30, 1805;  1  John  Adams's  Works,  200. 

<<KI  could  lay  an  embargo,  or  pass  a  new  importation  law  against 
corruption  and  foreign  influence,  I  would  not  make  it  a  temporary  but 
a  perpetual  law,  and  I  would  not  repeal  it,  though  it  should  raise  a 
clamor  as  loud  as  my  gag-law  or  your  grog-law,  or  Mr.  Jefferson's  em- 
bargo." 

Mr.  J.  Adams  to  Mr.  Rush,  Sept.  27,  1808;  9  John  Adams's  Works,  604. 

^*Our  form  of  government,  inestimable  as  it  is,  exposes  us  more  than 
any  other,  to  the  insidious  intrigues  and  pestilent  influence  of  foreign 
nations.  Nothing  but  our  inflexible  neutrality  can  preserve  us.  The 
public  negotiations  and  secret  intrigues  of  the  English  and  the  French 
have  been  employed  for  centuries  in  every  court  and  country  of  Europe. 
Look  back  to  the  history  of  Spain,  Holland,  Oermany,  Russia,  Sweden, 
Denmark,  Prussia,  Italy,  and  Turkey,  for  the  last  hundred  years.  How 
many  revolutions  have  been  caused  I    How  many  emperors  and  kings 
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have  fallen  victims  to  the  alternate  triumphs  of  parties,  excited  by 
Englishmen  or  Frenchmen  I  And  can  we  expect  to  escape  the  vigilant 
attention  of  politicians  so  experienced,  so  keen-sighted,  and  so  richf 
If  we  convince  them  that  oar  attachment  to  neatrality  is  unchangeable, 
they  will  let  us  alone ;  but  as  long  as  a  hope  remains,  in  either  power, 
of  seducing  us  to  engage  in  war  on  his  side  and  against  his  enemy,  we 
shall  be  torn  and  convulsed  by  their  manoeuvers." 

''Patriot  Letters/'  1809;  9  John  Adams's  Works.  277. 

^^  I  have  ever  deemed  it  fundamental  for  the  United  States  never  to 
take  an  active  part  in  the  quarrels  of  Europe.  Their  political  interests 
are  entirely  distinct  from  ours.  Their  mutual  jealousies,  their  balance 
of  power,  their  complicated  alliances,  their  forces  and  principles  of  gov- 
ernment are  all  foreign  to  us.  They  are  nations  of  eternal  war.  All 
their  energies  are  expended  in  the  destruction  of  the  labor,  property, 
lives,  of  their  people.  On  our  part  never  had  a  people  so  favorable  a 
chance  of  trying  the  opposite  system,  of  peace  and  fraternity  with  man- 
kind, and  a  direction  of  all  our  means  and  faculties  to  the  purposes  of 
improvement  instead  of  destruction." 

Mr.  Jefferson  to  the  President,  Jane  11, 1823;  7  Jeff.  Works,  287.  (See  MSS.  Mon- 
roe Papers.) 

For  Mr.  Jefferson's  opinion  that  the  policy  of  the  United  States  shoold  he  non- 
intervention, see  his  letter  of  Oct.  24, 1823,  to  President  Monroe,  it^fira,  $  57. 

^^A  participation  in  it  ^  (a  congress  proposed  by  Mr.  Canning  for  the 
settlement  of  the  difficulties  between  Spain  and  her  colonies)  ^^  would  not 
be  likely  to  make  converts  to  our  principles,  whilst  our  admission  under 
the  wing  of  England  would  take  from  our  consequence  what  it  would 
add  to  hers.  Such  an  invitation,  nevertheless,  will  be  a  mark  of  re- 
spect not  without  a  value,  and  this  will  be  the  more  enhanced  by  a 
polite  refusal  than  by  an  acceptance,  not  to  mention  that  the  acceptance 
would  be  a  step  leading  into  a  wilderness  of  politics  and  a  den  of  con- 
spirators." 

Mr.  Madison  to  Mr.  Monroe,  Dec.  26, 1823,  Monroe  Papers,  Dept.  of  State. 

^^  Separated  as  we  are  from  Europe,  by  the  great  Atlantic  Ocean,  we 
can  have  no  concern  in  the  wars  of  the  European  Governments,  nor  in 
the  causes  which  produce  them.  The  balance  of  power  between  them, 
into  whichever  scale  it  may  turn  in  its  various  vibrations,  cannot  affect 
us.  It  is  the  interest  of  the  United  States  to  preserve  the  most  friendly 
relations  with  every  power,  and  on  conditions  fair,  equal,  and  applicable 
to  all.  But  in  regard  to  our  neighbors  our  situation  is  different.  It  is 
impossible  for  the  European  Oovernments  to  interfere  in  their  concerns, 
especially  in  those  alluded  to,  which  are  vital,  without  affecting  us;  in- 
deed, the  motive  which  might  induce  such  interference  in  the  present 
stat>e  of  the  war  between  the  parties,  if  a  war  it  may  be  called,  would 
appear  to  be  equally  applicable  to  us,    It  is  gratifying  to  know  tbl^t 
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Botne  of  the  powers  with  whom  we  enjoy  a  very  friendly  intercourse,  and 
to  whom  these  views  have  been  commanicated,  have  appeared  to  acqai- 
esce  in  them." 

President  Monroe's  Eighth  Annual  Message,  1824. 

'^Compare  our  sitaation  and  the  circumstances  of  that  time  (that  of 
Washington's  farewell  address)  with  those  of  the  present  day,  and  what, 
from  the  very  words  of  Washington  then,  would  be  his  counsels  to  his 
countrymen  now  f  Europe  has  still  her  set  of  primary  interests  with 
which  we  have  little  or  no  relation.  Our  distant  and  detached  situa- 
tion, with  reference  to  Europe,  remains  the  same.  But  we  were  then 
the  only  independent  nation  of  this  hemisphere ;  and  we  were  sur- 
rounded by  Europeon  colonies,  with  the  greater  part  of  which  we  had 
no  more  intercourse  than  with  the  inhabitants  of  another  planet. 
Those  colonies  have  now  been  transformed  into  eight  independent  na- 
tions. 

*  *  *  ^^Amerioa  has  a  set  of  primary  interests,  which  have  none 
or  a  remote  relation  to  Europe ;  the  interference  of  Europe,  therefore, 
in  those  concerns,  should  be  spontaneously  withheld  by  her  upon  the 
same  principles,  that  we  have  never  interfered  with  hers ;  and  that  if 
she  should  interfere,  as  she  may,  by  measures  which  have  a  great  and 
dangerous  recoil  upon  ourselves,  we  might  be  called  in  defense  of  our  own 
altars  and  firesides  to  take  an  attitude  which  would  cause  our  neutrality 
to  be  respected,  and  choose  peace  or  war,  as  our  interest,  guided  by  jus- 
tice, shall  counsel." 

President  J.  Q.  Adams's  Special  Message,  March  15, 1826. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  scrupulously  refrains  from 
taking  part  in  the  internal  dissensions  in  foreign  states,  whether  in 
the  Old  World  or  the  New. 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bevenga,  Jan.  30,  1828;  MSS.,  For.  Leg.  l^otee 

<^  The  President  desires  that  you  should  not  identify  yourself  with  the 
feelings  or  objects  of  either  of  the  contending  parties.  It  is  the  ancient 
and  well-settled  policy  of  this  Oovemment  not  to  interfere  with  the  in- 
ternal concerns  of  any  foreign  country.  However  deeply  the  l^resident 
might  regret  changes  in  the  governments  of  the  neighboring  American 
States,  which  he  might  deem  inconsistent  with  those  free  and  liberal 
principles  which  lie  at  the  foundation  of  our  own,  he  would  not,  on  that 
aooonnt,  advise  or  countenance  a  departure  from  this  policy." 

Mr.  Van  Bnren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Moore,  June  9,  1829 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Am. 
States. 

^^An  invariable  and  strict  neutrality  between  belligerents  and  an  en- 
tire abstinence  from  all  interference  in  the  concerns  of  other  nations,  are 
cardinal  traits  of  the  foreign  policy  of  this  Government.  The  obliga- 
tory character  of  this  policy  is  regarded  b^  its  constituents  with  a  de* 


§  45.]  INTERVENTION.  [CHAP.  IIL 

gree  of  reverence  and  submission  but  little,  if  anything,  short  of  that 
which  is  entertained  for  the  Gonstitntion  itself.  To  enable  it  to  pre- 
serve the  one,  we  have  penal  laws  which  subject  to  the  severest  panish. 
ment  all  attempts,  within  the  scope  of  their  aathority,  to  aid  or  abet 
either  party  in  a  war  prosecuted  between  foreign  nations  witli  which 
the  United  States  are  at  peace ;  and  it  is  made  a  standing  instruction 
to  our  ministers  abroad  to  observe  the  other  with  scrupulous  fidelity." 

Mr.  Van  Buren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Batler,  Oct.  16, 1829;  MS8.  Inst.,  Am. 
States. 

^^  One  of  the  settled  principles  of  this  Government  is  that  of  non-in- 
terference in  the  domestic  concerns  of  nations;  and  as  it  would  not 
tolerate  it  in  others,  so  must  every  act  of  its  own  functionaries,  which 
might  be  construed  into  a  departure  from  this  principle,  incur  the 
decided  disapprobation  of  tlie  President." 

Mr.  Van  Buren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hamm,  Oct.  15,  1830;  MSS.  Inst.,  Am. 
States. 

^^  By  no  country  or  persons  have  these  invaluable  principles  of  inter- 
national law — principles,  the  strict  observance  of  which  is  so  indis 
pensable  to  the  preservation  of  social  order  in  the  world — been  more 
earnestly  cherished  or  sacredly  respected  than  by  those  great  and  good 
men,  who  first  declared,  and  finally  established,  the  independence  of 
our  own  country.  They  promulgated  and  maintained  them  at  an  early 
and  critical  period  in  our  history ;  they  were  subsequently  embodied  in 
legislative  enactments  of  highly  penal  character,  the  faithful  enforce- 
ment of  which  has  hitherto  been,  and  will,  I  trust,  always  continue  to 
be,  regarded  as  a  duty  inseparably  associated  with  the  maintenance  of 
our  national  honor.  That  the  people  of  the  United  States  should  feel 
an  interest  in  the  spread  of  political  institutions  as  firee  as  they  regard 
their  own  to  be,  is  natural ;  nor  can  a  sincere  solicitude  for  the  success 
of  all  those  who  are,  at  any  time,  in  good  faith  struggling  for  their  ac- 
quisition, be  imputed  to  our  citizens  as  a  crime.  With  the  entire 
freedom  of  opinion,  and  an  undisguised  expression  thereof,  on  their 
part,  the  Government  has  neither  the  right,  nor,  I  trust,  the  disposition, 
to  interfere.  But  whether  the  interest  or  the  honor  of  the  United  States 
requires  that  they  should  be  made  a  party  to  any  such  struggle,  and,  by 
inevitable  consequence,  to  the  war  which  is  waged  in  its  support,  is  a 
question  which,  by  our  Constitution,  is  wisely  left  to  Congress  alone  to 
decide.  It  is,  by  the  laws,  already  made  criminal  in  our  citizens  to  em- 
barrass or  anticipate  that  decision  by  unauthorized  military  operations 
on  their  part." 

President  Van  Bnren's  Second  Annual  Message,  1838.     (See  discosaion  in  2  Ben. 
ton's  Thirty  Years  in  the  Senate,  276.) 

In  the  adoption  (in  1834-'35)  by  the  new  South  American  States  of 
their  oommercial  policy,  ''the  United  States,  coosisteut  throngboat 
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in  the  disinteresteduees  of  their  conduct  towards  them  (the  South 
American  States)  desire  no  preference.  But  they  know  too  well  what 
is  due  to  themselves  to  be  satisfied  if  a  preference  be  granted  to  others." 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Batler,  Nov.  11,  1834;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. 

<*The  great  communities  of  the  world  are  regarded  as  wholly  inde- 
pendent, each  entitled  to  maintain  its  own  system  of  law  and  govern- 
ment, while  all  in  their  mutual  intercourse  are  understood  to  submit  to 
the  established  rules  and  principles  governing  such  intercourse.  And 
the  perfecting  of  this  system  of  communication  among  nations,  requires 
the  strictest  application  to  the  doctrine  of  non-intervention  of  any  with 
the  domestic  concerns  of  others." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Everett,  Jan.  29, 1842;  MSS.  Inst.,  Great 
Britain. 

For  message  of  President  Tyler  of  Jan.  9,  1843,  in  reference  to  Qaintnple  Alli- 
ance for  the  Boppression  of  the  Slave  Trade,  see  MSS.  Rep.  Book,  Dep.  of 
State,  vol.  6. 

^^In  proclaiming  and  adhering  to  the  doctrine  of  neutrality  and  non- 
intervention, the  United  States  have  not  followed  the  lead  of  other 
civilized  nations;  they  have  taken  the  lead  themselves,  and  have  been 
followed  by  others. 

^'Friendly  relations  with  all,  but  entangling  alliances  with  none,  has 
long  been  a  maxim  with  us.  Our  true  mission  is  not  to  propagate  our 
opinions  or  impose  upon  other  countries  our  form  of  government  by 
artifice  or  force,  but  to  teach  by  example  and  show  by  our  success, 
moderation  and  justice,  the  blessings  of  self-government  and  the  ad- 
vantages of  free  institutions.  Let  every  people  choose  for  itself,  and 
make  and  alter  its  political  institutions  to  suit  its  own  condition  and 
convenience.  But  while  we  avow  and  maintain  this  neutral  policy  our- 
selves, we  are  anxious  to  see  the  same  forbearance  on  the  part  of  other 
nations,  whose  forms  of  government  are  different  from  our  own.  The 
deep  interest  which  we  feel  in  the  spread  of  liberal  principles  and  the 
establishment  of  free  governments,  and  the  sympathy  with  which  we 
witness  every  struggle  against  oppression,  forbid  that  we  should  be 
indifferent  to  those  in  which  the  strong  arm  of  a  foreign  power  is  in- 
voked to  stifle  public  sentiment  and  repress  the  spirit  of  freedom  in 
any  country." 

President  FiUmore's  Second  Annnal  Message,  1851  (Mr.  Webster,  Sec  of  State). 
For  Mr.  Webster's  HUlsemann  Letter,  Dec.  21,  1850,  in  which  intervention  is 

generally  discussed,  see  infra,  %  47. 
For  Mr.  Ererett's  discussion  of  the  qaestion  in  his  note  to  Mr.  Crampton,  of  Deo. 

1, 1852,  see  infra,  %  72. 

^*  Before  this  reaches  you,  the  election  in  France  will  be  over;  and  if, 
as  is  probable,  a  decided  majority  of  the  people  should  be  found  to  sup- 
port the  President,  the  course  of  duty  for  you  will  become  plain.    From 
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President  Washington's  time,  down  to  the  present  day,  it  has  been  a 
principle  always  acknowledged  by  the  United  States  that  every  nation 
possesses  a  right  to  govern  itself  according  to  its  own  will,  to  change 
its  institutions  at  discretion,  and  to  transact  its  business  through  what- 
ever agents  it  may  think  proper  to  employ.  This  cardinal  point  in  our 
policy  has  been  strongly  illustrated  by  recognizing  the  many  forms  of 
political  power  which  have  been  successively  adopted  in  France  in  the 
series  of  revolutions  with  which  that  country  has  been  visited.  Through- 
out all  these  changes  the  Government  of  the  United  States  has  con- 
ducted itself  in  strict  conformity  to  the  original  principles  adopted  by 
Washington,  and  made  known  to  our  diplomatic  agents  abroad,  and  to 
the  nations  of  the  world,  by  Mr.  Jefferson's  letter  to  Gouvemeur  Morris, 
of  the  12th  of  March,  1793;  and  if  the  French  people  have  now,  sub- 
stantially, made  another  change,  we  have  no  choice  but  to  acknowledge 
that  also;  and  as  the  diplomatic  representative  of  your  country  in 
France,  you  will  act  as  your  predecessors  have  acted  and  conform  to 
what  appears  to  be  settled  national  authority.  And,  while  we  deeply 
regret  the  overthrow  of  popular  institutions,  yet  our  ancient  ally  has 
still  our  good  wishes  for  her  prosperity  and  happiness,  and  we  are 
bound  to  leave  to  her  the  choice  of  means  for  the  promotion  of  those 
ends.'^ 

Bir.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Kives,  Jan.   12, 1852;  MSS.  Inst.,  France. 
As  to  recognition  of  changes  in  foreign  governments,  see  ififra,  $$69, 70. 

'^Among  the  oldest  traditions  of  the  Federal  Government  is  an  aver- 
sion to  political  alliances  with  European  powers.  In  his  memorable 
farewell  address.  President  Washington  says:  'The  great  rule  of  con- 
duct for  us,  in  regard  to  foreign  relations,  is,  in  extending  our  commer- 
cial relations,  to  have  with  them  as  little  political  connection  as  possi- 
ble. So  far  as  we  have  already  formed  engagements,  let  them  be  fullilled 
with  perfect  good  faith.  Here  let  us  stop.'  President  Je£ferson,  in  his 
inaugural  address,  in  1801,  warned  the  country  against  'entangling  al- 
liances.' This  expression,  now  become  proverbial,  was  unquestionably 
used  by  Mr.  Jefferson,  in  reference  to  the  alliance  with  France  in  1778, 
an  alliance  at  that  time  of  incalculable  benefit  to  the  United  States, 
but  which  in  less  than  twenty  years  came  near  involving  us  in  the  wars 
of  the  French  Revolution,  and  laid  the  foundation  of  heavy  claims  upon 
Congress,  not  extinguished  to  the  present  day.  It  is  a  significant  co- 
incidence that  the  particular  provision  of  the  alliance  which  occasioned 
these  evils  was  that  under  which  France  called  upon  us  to  aid  her  in 
defending  her  West  Indian  possessions  against  England.  Nothing  less 
than  the  unbounded  influence  of  Washington  rescued  the  Union  from 
the  perils  of  that  crisis  and  preserved  our  neutrality." 

Mr.  Everett,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sartiges,  Deo.  1, 1852;  MSS.  Notes  France; 
quoted  in'  fnU,  in/ra  J  72, 
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"  Yonr  dispatch  No.  174  of  the  25th  of  November  was  received  yes- 
terday.  It  aDDonnces  the  result  of  the  appeal  to  the  people  of  France, 
oD  the  sabject  of  the  restoration  of  the  Empire,  as  far  as  the  returns 
of  the  votes  had  come  in.  That  event  has  already  no  doubt  been  con- 
summated and  the  Empire  formally  proclaimed.  This  change  will  of 
course  in  no  degree  affect  the  friendly  relations  between  the  United 
States  and  France.  A  deep  interest  was  felt  by  the  Oovemment  and 
people  of  this  country  in  those  events  of  February,  1848,  which  for  a 
while  promised  to  assimilate  the  institutions  of  France  with  our  own. 
But  it  is  the  fundamental  law  of  the  American  Republic,  that  the  will 
of  the  people  constitutionally  expressed  is  the  ultimate  principle  of  gov- 
ernment, and  it  seems  quite  evident  that  the  people  of  France  have 
with  a  near  approach  to  unanimity  desired  the  restoration  of  the  Empire." 

Mr.  Everett,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  RiveSy  Dec.  17, 1852 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

'<  The  first  duty  of  a  foreign  minister  is  to  maintain  and  practice  in 
behalf  of  his  Government  good  faith  and  Mendship  towards  the  Gov- 
ernment to  which  he  is  accredited.  It  is  not  easy  to  conceive  any  case 
in  which  a  minister  could  rightfully  intervene  and  give  aid  or-counte- 
nance  to  an  insurrectionary  movement  in  derogation  of  the  sovereign 
to  which  he  is  accredited.  Doubtlessly  there  are  revolutions  which  de- 
serve the  sympathies  and  favor  of  all  civilized  states,  but  even  in  such 
cases  the  representatives  of  foreign  Governments  should  act  by  their 
direction  and  make  their  protests  direct  and  explicit,  taking  the  respon- 
sibilities of  the  termination  of  diplomatic  intercourse.  No  such  cir- 
cumstances aire  known  to  us  as  existing  in  regard  to  the  revolution  in 
New  Granada." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Barton,  July  18, 1861 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Colombia. 

A  guarantee  of  sovereignty  to  South  American  States  is  inconsistent 
with  the  policy  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Riotte,  Jaly  7, 1862;  MSS.  Inst.,  Am.  St. 

^'  This  Government  has  not  now,  it  seldom  has  had,  any  special  trans- 
action, either  commercial  or  political,  to  engage  the  attention  of  a  min- 
ister at  Rome.  Indeed,  until  a  very  late  period  the  United  States  were 
without  any  representation  at  that  ancient  and  interesting  capital.  The 
first  colonists  in  this  country  were  chiefly  Protestants,  who  not  merely 
recognized  no  ecclesiastical  authority  of  the  Pope,  but  were  very  jealous 
lest  he  might  exert  some  ecclesiastical  influence  here  which  would  be 
followed  by  an  assumption  of  political  power  unfavorable  to  freedom 
and  self-government  on  this  continent.  It  was  not  seen  that  the  politi- 
cal powerof  the  Catholic  Church  wasa  purely  foreign  affair,  constituting 
an  important  part  of  the  political  system  of  the  European  continent. 
The  opening  of  our  country  as  an  asylum  to  men  of  all  religions,  as  well 
as  of  all  races,  and  an  extension  of  the  trade  of  the  Union,  in  a  short 
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time  brought  with  them  large  masses  of  the  faithful  members  of  that 
church  of  various  birth  and  derivation,  and  these  masses  are  continu- 
ally augmenting.  Our  country  has  not  been  slow  to  learn  that  while 
religion  is  with  these  masses,  as  it  is  with  others,  a  matter  of  conscience, 
and  while  the  spiritual  authority  of  the  head  of  their  church  is  a  cardi- 
nal article  of  their  faith,  which  must  be  tolerated  on  the  soundest  prin- 
ciples of  civil  liberty,  yet  that  this  faith  in  no  degree  necessarily  inter- 
feres with  the  equal  rights  of  the  citizen,  or  affects  unfavorably  his 
loyalty  to  the  Republic.  It  is  believed  that  ever  since  the  tide  of  emi- 
gration set  in  upon  this  continent  the  head  of  the  Roman  church  and 
states  has  freely  recognized  and  favored  the  development  of  this  prin- 
ciple of  political  freedom  on  the  part  of  the  Catholics  in  this  country, 
while  he  has  never  lost  an  opportunity  to  express  his  satisfaction  with 
the  growth,  prosperity,  and  progress  of  the  American  people.  It  was 
under  these  circumstances  that  this  Government,  in  1848,  wisely  deter- 
mined that  while  it  maintained  representatives  in  the  capitals  of  every 
other  civilized  state,  and  even  at  the  capitals  of  many  semi-civilized 
states  which  reject  the  Christian  religion,  it  was  neither  wise  nor  neces- 
sary to  exclude  Rome  from  the  circle  of  our  diplomatic  intercourse.  Thus 
far  the  new  relation  then  established  has  proved  pleasant  and  beneficent. 

"  Just  now  Rome  is  the  seat  of  profound  ecclesiastical  and  j^olitical 
anxieties,  which,  more  or  less,  affect  all  the  nations  of  Europe.  The  Holy 
Father  claims  immunity  for  the  temporal  power  be  exercises,  afi  a  right 
incident  to  an  ecclesiastical  authority  which  is  generally  respected  by 
the  European  states. 

^^  On  the  other  hand,  some  of  those  states,  with  large  masses  in  other 
states,  assert  that  this  temporal  power  is  without  any  religioud  sanction, 
is  unnecessary  and  pernicious.  I  have  stated  the  question  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  myself  to  give  you  the  President's  views  of  what 
will  be  your  duty  with  regard  to  it.  That  duty  is  to  forbear  altogether 
from  taking  any  part  in  the  controversy.  The  reasons  for  this  forbear- 
ance are  three :  First,  that  so  far  as  spiritual  or  ecclesiastical  matt€*rs 
enter  into  the  question  they  are  beyond  your  province,  for  you  are  a 
political  representative  only.  Second,  so  far  as  it  is  a  question  affecting 
the  Roman  states,  it  is  a  domestic  one,  and  we  are  a  foreign  nation. 
Third,  so  far  as  it  is  a  political  question  merely',  it  is  at  the  same  time 
purely  an  European  one,  and  you  are  an  American  minister,  bound  to 
avoid  all  entangling  connection  with  the  politics  of  that  continent. 

"  This  line  of  conduct  will  nevertheless  allow  you  to  express,  and  you 
are  therefore  instructed  to  express,  to  His  Holiness  the  assurances  of 
the  best  wishes  of  the  Government  and  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  for  his  health  and  happiness,  and  for  the  safety  and  prosperity 
and  happiness  of  the  Roman  people." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Blatchford,  Sept.  27,  1862;  MS8.  Inst.,  Papal 
States;  Dip.  Corr.,  1862. 
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''  This  Government  acts  directly  and  sincerely  in  its  intercourse  with 
foreign  nations,  and  no  less  directly  and  sincerely  with  New  Oranada 
than  with  all  others.  It  regards  the  government  of  each  state  as  its 
head  nntil  that  government  is  effectually  displaced  by  the  substitution 
of  another.  It  abstains  from  any  interference  with  its  domestic  affairs 
in  foreign  countries,  and  it  holds  no  unnecessary  communication,  secret 
or  otherwise,  with  revolutionary  parties  or  factions  therein.  It  neither 
seeks  to  prevent  social  or  political  reforms  iA  such  countries  nor  lends 
its  aid  to  reforms  of  them  rightfully  of  which  it  has  neither  the  authority 
nor  the  means  to  judge." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Burton,  Oct.  25, 1862;  MSS.  Inst.,  Colombia. 

a 

^^  Mr.  Mercier  has  read  to  me,  and  at  my  request  has  left  with  me,  a 
copy  of  an  instruction  under  the  date  of  the  23d  of  April  last,  which  he 
has  received  from  Mr.  Drouyn  de  I'Huys,  and  which  relates  to  exciting 
and  interesting  events  in  Poland  that  are  now  engaging  the  serious  at- 
tention of  the  principal  states  in  Western  Europe. 

<<  Mr.  Mercier  has,  at  the  same  time,  favored  me  with  a  copy  of  an 
instruction  relating  to  the  same  events  which  has  been  transmitted  by 
Mr.  Drouyn  de  PHuys  to  the  embassador  of  France  at  St.  Petersburg. 

"  We  learn  from  the  first  of  these  papers  that  the  proceeding  which 
has  thus  been  adopted  at  Paris  with  a  view*  to  the  ex^cise  of  a  moral 
influence  with  the  Emperor  of  Russia,  has  received  the  approbation  and 
concurrence  of  the  court  of  Vienna  and  the  cabinet  at  London,  and  that 
the  Emperor  of  the  French,  justly  appreciating  at  one  and  the  same 
time  our  historical  sympathy  witli  the  Poles,  and  our  ancient  friendship 
with  Russia,  would  be  gratified  with  a  cooperation  in  that  important 
proceeding  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

'^Having  taken  the  instructions  of  the  President,  I  am  now  to  com- 
municate our  views  upon  the  subject,  for  the  information  of  Mr.  Drouyn 
de  PHuys. 

**This  Government  is  jirofoundly  and  agreeably  impressed  with  the 
consideration  which  the  Emperor  has  manifested  towards  the  United 
States  by  inviting  their  concurrence  in  a  proceeding  having  for  its  ob- 
ject the  double  interests  of  public  order  and  humanity.  Nor  is  it  less 
favorably  impressed  with  the  sentiments  and  the  prudential  considera- 
tions which  the  Emperor  has  in  so  becoming  a  manner  expressed  to  the 
court  of  St.  Petersburg.  They  are  such  only  as  appeal  to  the  just  emo- 
tions and  best  sympathies  of  mankind.  The  enlightened  and  humane 
character  of  the  Emperor  of  Russia,  so  recently  illustrated  by  the  en- 
franchisement of  a  large  mass  of  the  Russian  people  from  inherited 
bondage,  and  the  establishment  of  an  impartial  and  effective  admin- 
istration of  justice  throughout  his  dominions,  warrant  a  belief  that  the 
appeal  will  be  received  and  responded  to  by  him  with  all  the  favor  that 
is  consistent  with  the  geueral  welfare  of  the  great  state  over  which  he 
presides  with  such  eminent  wisdom  and  moderation. 
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'*  Notwithstanding,  however,  the  favor  with  which  we  thns  regard  the 
saggestion  of  the  Emperor  of  the  French,  this  Government  finds  an  in- 
surmonntable  difficulty  in  the  way  of  any  active  co-operation  with  the 
Governments  of  France,  Austria,  and  Great  Britain,  to  which  it  is  thos 
invited. 

^^  Founding  our  institutions  upon  the  basis  of  the  rights  of  man,  the 
builders  of  our  Republic  came  all  at  once  to  be  regarded  as  political  re- 
formers, and  it  soon  became  manifest  that  revolutionists  in  every  coun- 
try hailed  them  in  that  character,  and  looked  to  the  United  States  for 
effective  sympathy,  if  not  for  active  support  and  patronage.  Our  in 
valuable  Constitution  had  hardly  been  established  when  it  became  nec- 
essary for  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  consider  to  what 
extent  we  could,  with  propriety,  safety,  and  beneficence,  intervene, 
either  by  alliance  or  concerted  action  with  friendly  powers  or  otherwise, 
in  the  political  affairs  of  foreign  states.  An  urgent  appeal  for  such  aid 
and  sympathy  was  made  in  behalf  of  France,  and  the  appeal  was  sanc- 
tioned and  enforced  by  the  treaty  then  existing  of  mutual  alliance  and 
defense,  a  treaty  without  which  it  may  even  now  be  confessed,  to  the 
honor  of  France,  our  own  sovereignty  and  independence  could  not  have 
been  so  early  secured.  So  deeply  did  this  appeal  touch  the  heart  of  the 
American  people  that  only  the  deference  they  cherished  to  the  counsels 
of  the  Father  of  our  Country,  who  then  was  at  the  fullness  of  his  un- 
approachable moral  greatness,  reconciled  them  td  the  stern  decision 
that,  in  view  of  the  location  of  this  Republic,  the  characters,  habits, 
and  sentiments  of  its  constituent  parts,  and  especiaUy  its  complex  yet 
unique  and  very  popular  Constitution,  the  American  people  must  be 
content  to  recommend  the  cause  of  human  progress  by  the  wisdom  with 
which  they  should  exercise  the  powers  of  self-government,  forbearing 
at  all  times,  and  in  every  way,  from  foreign  alliances,  intervention,  and 
interference. 

^^  It  is  true  that  Washington  thought  a  time  might  come  when,  our 
institutions  being  firmly  consolidated  and  working  with  complete  suc- 
cess, we  might  safely  and  perhaps  beneficially  take  part  in  the  consul- 
tations held  by  foreign  states  for  the  common  advantage  of  the  nations. 
Since  that  period  occasions  have  frequently  happened  which  presented 
seductions  to  a  departure  from  what,  superficially  viewed,  seemed  a 
course  of  isolation  and  indifference.  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  recur 
to  them.  One  was  an  invitation  to  a  congress  of  newly  emancipated 
Spanish  American  states ;  another,  an  urgent  appeal  to  aid  Hungary  in 
a  revolution  aiming  at  the  restoration  of  her  ancient  and  illustrious  in- 
dependence ;  another,  the  project  of  a  joint  guarantee  of  Cuba  to  Spain 
in  concurrence  with  France  and  Great  Britain ;  and  more  recently,  an 
invitation  to  a  cooperative  demonstration  with  Spain,  France,  and 
Great  Britain  in  Mexico;  and,  later  still,  suggestions  by  some  of  the 
Spanish  American  states  for  a  common  council  of  the  republican  states 
situated  upon  the  American  continent.    These  suggestions  were  sue- 
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cessively  disallowed  by  the  Gk>verQmeDt,  and  its  decision  was  approved 
in  each  case  by  the  deliberate  judgment  of  the  American  people.  Oar 
policy  of  non-interrention,  straight,  absolute,  and  peculiar  as  it  may 
seem  to  other  nations,  has  thus  become  a  traditional  one,  which  could 
not  be  abandoned  without  the  most  urgent  occasion,  amounting  to  a 
manifest  necessity.  Certainly  it  could  not  be  wisely  departed  from  at 
this  moment,  when  the  existence  of  a  local,  although  as  we  trust  only 
a  transient  disturbance,  deprives  the  Government  of  the  counsel  of  a 
portion  of  the  American  people,  to  whom  so  wide  a  departure  from  the 
settled  policy  of  the  country  must  in  any  case  be  deeply  interesting. 

^^The  President  will  not  allow  himself  to  think  for  a  single  moment 
that  the  Emperor  of  the  French  will  see  anything  but  respect  and 
friendship  for  himself  and  the  people  of  France,  with  good  wishes  for 
the  preservation  of  peace  and  oi^er,  and  the-  progress  of  humanity  in 
Europe,  in  the  adherence  of  the  United  StatA  on  this  occasion  to  the 
policy  which  they  have  thus  far  pursued  with  safety,  and  not  without 
advantage,  as  they  think,  to  the  interests  of  mankind." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dayton,  May  11,  1863;  MSS.  Inst.,  France; 

Dip.  Corr.,  1863. 
See,  further,  Mr.  Seward  to  Mr.  Motley,  June  20,  July  14, 1863;  Dip.  Corr.,  1863. 

^^  So  in  regard  to  our  foreign  relations,  the  conviction  has  universally 
obtained  that  the  true  national  policy  is  one  of  self-reliance  and  self- 
oonduct  in  our  domestic  affairs,  with  absolute  non-interference  in  those 
of  other  countries.  These  two  important  ideas  ai«  accepted  with  prac- 
tical universality  in  the  loyal  States,  while  in  the  region  covered  by  the 
insurrection  they  are  resisted  only  by  those  who  have  staked  their  all 
uxK>n  the  fortunes  of  a  desperate  strife. 

^<  Under  these  circumstances  Europe,  with  her  attention  already  di- 
verted from  America,  will  no  longer  find  provocation  or  encouragement 
here  for  a  policy  hostile  to  the  settlement  of  our  controversy  upon  the 
basis  of  our  constitutional  union.  I  think,  moreover,  that  she  cannot 
be  long  in  discovering  that,  in  lieu  of  her  present  partial  illicit  trade, 
with  its  constant  annoyances,  she  has  only  to  revoke  her  recognition  of 
the  insurgents  as  a  belligerent  to  secure  a  return  of  peace  with  a  resto- 
ration of  the  commerce  which  prevailed  before  the  civil  war  began. 
True  there  will  for  a  season  be  a  difference  in  the  materials  of  exchange; 
but  one  has  only  to  consider  the  immense  forces  of  population  and  in- 
dustry existing  in  the  United  States  to  become  satisfied  that  whenever 
peace  returns,  every  source  of  national  wealth  now  closed  will  soon  be 
made  to  flow  even  more  freely  under  the  application  of  labor  universally 
free  than  it  did  before  while  slavery  was  maintained  as  a  part  of  the 
industrial  economy  of  the  country. 

'^  Apprehensions  that  the  aggrandizement  of  the  United  States  as  a 
commercial  power  can  bring  any  practical  inconvenience  or  danger  to 
European  states  can  disturb  none  but  visionary  minds.  We  can  never 
be  dangerous  unless  we  are  armed.    We  were  never  so  great,  and  yet 
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never  so  completely  unarmed,  as  we  were  when  this  civil  war  broke  oat. 
We  were  never  before  so  shorn  of  national  prestige  as  we  are  now 
throagh  the  operation  of  domestic  faction ;  yet  we  have  never  before 
been  so  strongly  armed  as  we  are  at  this  moment  upon  land  and  water. 
If  we  have  ever  been  aggressive,  it  was  the  interest  of  slavery  that  made 
us  belligerent  abroad,  as  it  was  the  same  interest  that  has  now  afflicted 
ourselves  with  civil  war.  We  can  be  only  a  peaceful  nation  if  we  are 
left  to  ei\joy  our  independence  in  the  way  that  our  destiny  leads  us. 
We  can  only  become  a  disturber  of  the  world's  peace  by  being  called 
into  the  world  to  defend  that  independence." 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Adams,  Nov.  30,  1863 ;  MSS.  iDHt  Gr.  Brit. ; 
Dip.  Corr.,  1863. 

<<  Within  the  last  three  years  it  has  seen  an  attempt  at  revolution  in 
the  ancient  Kingdom  o^  Poland,  a  successful  revolution  in  what  was 
New  Granada,  but  now  is  Colombia,  a  war  between  France  and  Mexico, 
a  civil  war  in  Venezuela,  a  war  between  three  allied  Spanish-American 
Republics  and  Salvador,  and  a  war  between  Oolombia  and  Ecuador. 
It  now  sees  a  probability  of  a  war  between  Denmark  and  Grermany.  In 
regard  to  such  of  these  conflicts  as  have  actually  occurred,  the  United 
States  have  pursued  the  same  policy,  attended  by  the  same  measure  of 
reserve,  that  they  have  thus  far  followed,  in  regard  to  the  civil  war  in 
Santo  Domingo.  It  is  by  this  policy  that  the  United  States  equally 
avoid  throwing  themselves  across  the  way  of  human  progress,  or  lend- 
ing encouragement  to  factious  revolutions.  Pursuing  this  course,  the 
United  States  leave  to  the  government  and  people  of  every  foreign 
state  the  exclusive  settlement  of  their  own  affairs  and  the  exclusive 
enjoyment  of  their  own  institutions.  Whatever  may  be  thought  by 
other  nations  of  this  policy,  it  seems  to  the  undersigned  to  be  in  strict 
conformity  with  those  prudential  principles  of  international  law — that 
nations  are  equal  in  their  independence  and  sovereignty,  and  that  each 
individual  state  is  bound  to  do  unto  all  other  states  just  what  it  reason- 
ably expects  those  states  to  do  unto  itself." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tassara,  Feb.  3,  1864 ;  MSS.  Notes  Spain. 

As  to  keeping  aloof  from  foreign  interests,  see  9  John  Adams's  Works,  108, 109, 
118, 129, 136, 202, 277, 460, 579, 277-8. 

As  to  non-intervention  generaUy  see  3  John  Adams's  Works,  316;  7  id,,  151 ;  Sid., 
9, 178;  (and  see  also  discussions  in  10  i  N.Am.  Rev., 476,  October,  1866). 

As  to  intervention  in  respect  to  specific  foreign  states,  see  infra,  $$  5b#. 

As  to  special  mission  in  reference  to  claims  of  Costa  Bica  on  Nicaragua,  see 
Mr.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jones,  July  30,  1857 ;  MSS.  Inst.  Special  Mis- 
sions, t 

As  to  non-intervention  in  Sonth  America,  see  supra,  $$  57  ff. 

The  subject  of  territorial  sovereignty  is  discussed  supra,  $$  1  #. 

^^The  President  wishes  in  no  manner  to  dictate  or  make  any  authora- 
tive  utterance  to  either  Peru  or  Chili  as  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy 
existing  between  those  republics,  as  to  what  indemnity  should  be  asked 
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or  given,  as  to  a  change  of  bonndaries,  or  as  to  the  personnel  of  the 
Government  of  Peru.  The  President  recognizes  Peru  and  Ohili  to  be 
independent  repablics,  to  which  he  has  no  right  or  inclination  to  dictate. 
"  Were  the  United  States  to  assume  an  attitude  of  dictation  towards 
the  South  American  republics,  even  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  war, 
the  greatest  of  evils,  or  to  preserve  the  autonomy  of  nations,  it  must  be 
prepared  by  army  and  navy  to  enforce  its  mandate,  and  to  this  end  tax 
our  people  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  foreign  nations. 

"The  President's  policy  with  the  South  Am^can  republics  and  other 
foreign  nations  is  that  expressed  in  the  immortal  address  of  Washing- 
ton, with  which  you  are  entirely  familiar.  What  the  President  does 
seek  to  do,  is  to  extend  the  kindly  offices  of  the  United  States  impar- 
tially to  both  Pern  and  Chili,  whose  hostile  attitude  to  each  other  he 
seriously  laments;  and  he  considers  himself  fortunate  in  having  one  so 
competent  as  yourself  to  bring  the  powers  of  reason  and  persuasion  to 
bear  in  seeking  the  termination  of  the  unhappy  controversy ;  and  yon 
will  consider  as  revoked  that  portion  of  your  original  instruction  which 
directs  you  on  the  contingency  therein  stated  as  follows: 

<^  Yon  will  say  to  the  Chilian  Government  that  the  President  considers 
such  a  proceeding  as  an  intentional  and  unwarranted  oifense,  aud  that 
you  will  communicate  such  an  avowal  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  with  the  assurance  that  it  will  be  regarded  by  the  Government 
as  an  act  of  such  unfriendly  import  as  to  require  the  immediate  suspen- 
sion of  all  diplomatic  intercourse.  You  will  imform  me  immediately  of 
the  happening  of  such  a  contingency,  and  instructions  will  be  sent  you. 

"Believing  that  a  prolific  cause  of  contention  between  nations  is  an 
irritability  which  is  too  readily  offended,  the  President  prefers  that  he 
shall  himself  determine  after  report  has  been  made  to  him  whether 
there  is  or  is  not  cause  for  offense. 

"It  is  also  the  President's  wish  that  you  do  not  visit  (although  indi- 
cated in  your  original  instruction  you  should  do  so),  as  the  envoy  of 
this  government,  the  Atlantic  republics  after  leaving  Chili. 

"The  United  States  is  at  peace  with  all  the  nations  of  the  earth,  and 
the  President  wishes  hereafter  to  determine  whether  it  will  conduce  to 
that  general  peace,  which  he  would  cherish  and  promote,  for  this  gov- 
ernment to  enter  into  negotiations  and  consultation  for  the  promotion 
of  peace  with  selected  friendly  nationalities  without  extending  a  like 
confidence  to  other  peoples  with  whom  the  United  States  is  on  equally 
friendly  terms. 

"If  such  partial  confidence  would  create  jealousy  and  ill-will,  peace, 
the  object  sought  by  such  consultation,  would  not  be  promoted." 

Kr.  FrelinghnyBen,  Sec.   of  Sti^^,  to  Mr.  Trescot,  Jan.  9,  1882 ;   MSS.  Inst., 
Chili ;  For.  Rel.,  1882 ;  Doo.  attached  to  Pres.  Mess,  of  Jan.  26  and  27, 1882. 

Mr.  Senior,  in  an  article  in  77  Edinburgh  Beview,  334  (1843),  distin- 
gaishes  between  intervention  by  one  or  more  states  for  the  purpose  of 
maintaining  the  balance  of  power,  and  intervention  to  interfere  with  the 
political  affairs  of  another  country :  <<  The  first  is  the  privilege  of  the  weak 
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against  the  strong ;  the  second,  that  of  the  strong  against  the  weak. 
The  circumstances  that  give  rise  to  the  first  are  tolerably  definite  and 
mast  always  be  evident.  Those  which  create  the  second  are  incapable 
of  definition,  and  generally  incapable  of  proo£  If  we  examine  the  state- 
ments of  evils  sofiered  or  apprehended  from  the  domestic  affairs  of  in- 
dependent nations,  on  which  the  most  remarkable  modern  interventions 
have  been  foanded^  we  shall  find  them  in  general  too  vague  to  be  sus- 
ceptible of  refutation  or  too  frivolous  to  deserve  it."  In  this  article  the 
general  policy  of  intervention  is  discussed  with  much  care.  But  the 
position  that  intervention  to  preserve  the  balance  of  power  is  proper 
is  now  generally  abandoned  by  publicists. 

It  is  further  stated  by  Mr.  Senior  (77  Bdin.  Rev.,  358)  that  the  British 
Government  in  refusing  to  accede  to  the  declaration  of  the  Holy  Alliance 
in  1818,  '^denied  that  any  general  right  of  interference  against  revolu- 
tionary movements  in  independent  states  was  sanctioned  by  the  law  of 
nations,  or  could  be  made  prospectively  the  basis  of  an  alliance.  Ad- 
mitting the  right  of  a  state  to  interfere  where  its  own  immediate  secu- 
rity or  essential  interests  were  seriously  endangered  by  the  internal 
transactions  of  another  state,  they  declared  this  right  to  be  an  excep- 
tion to  general  principles  of  the  greatest  value;  to  be  capable  of  arising 
only  out  of  the  circumstances  of  each  special  case ;  to  be  justified  only 
by  the  strongest  necessity,  and  to  be  limited  and  regulated  thereby ;  and 
to  be  insusceptible  of  being  so  far  reduced  to  rule  as  to  be  incorporated 
into  the  ordinary  diplomacy  of  states,  or  into  the  institutes  of  the  law 
of  nations." 

See  British  Ciroalar,  Jan.  19,  1821 ;  State  Papers,  1820-'21,  p.  1160. 

"  The  main  difficulty  connected  with  intervention  is  the  following :  It 
may  be  admitted  that  there  are  possibilities  of  tyrannical  usage,  barbar- 
ouspractices,  or  persistent  and  hopeless  anarchy ,  out  of  which  the  friendly 
aid  of  a  generous,  impartial,  and  truly  disinterested  by-stander,  may  be 
the  only  way  to  a  deliverance.  But  two  cautions  have  to  be  observed: 
first,  it  has  to  be  provided  that  the  aid  is  accorded  at  a  time  and  under 
circumstances  which  do  not  in  any  way  prejudge  the  issue  of  a  struggle 
yet  undetermined,  and  which  ought,  in  the  interests  of  the  state  con- 
cerned, to  be  decided  by  the  real  and  internal  and  not  by  the  factitious 
and  external  elements  of  victory.  The  importance  of  this  consideration 
was  signally  illustrated  in  the  late  insurrection  of  the  Southern  States 
of  the  American  Union,  and  in  the  controversy  that  long  hung  round 
the  questions  whether  England  had  chosen  the  proper  moment  for  ac- 
cording to  the  Southern  Confederacy  the  rights  of  a  belligerent  state, 
and  what  was  the  meaning  of  recognition  for  belligerent  purposes." 

Amos,  Remedies  for  War  (N.  Y.,  ed.  1880),  61. 

^^A  second  caution  in  respect  to  intervention  is  that,  admitting  the 
propriety  and  duty  of  intervention  in  certain  extreme  crises,  it  is  al-. 
ways  open  to  a  state,  influential,  designing,  and  unscrupulous,  to  foster 
in  another  state,  subject  to  its  moral  control,  the  very  condition  of  things 
which  will,  sooner  or  later,  bring  about  a  fit  opportunity  for  its  own 
overt  interference.  Whether  Russia  was  guilty  of  this  conduct  in  the 
case  of  the  late  Servian  war  and  the  Herzegovinian  insurrection,  is  of 
less  importance  here  than  the  fact  that  she  was  constantly  reproached 
with  it.  It  is  a  danger  which  is  almost  inherent  in  the  doctrine  of  a 
right  of  intervention  in  certain  emergencies." 

Ihid. 
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i.  exceptions. 
(1)  Belief  and  protection  ojp  citizens  abroad. 

§46. 

IllastratioDS  of  interventions  of  this  class  will  be  found  in  sabsequent 
sections.  {Infra  §§  189,  215.)  This  exception  applies  not  merely  to 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  bat  to  persons  domiciled  in  the  United 
States. 

The  rale  is  that  wherever  a  person  of  either  of  these  classes  claims 
when  abroad  the  protection  of  the  Department,  or  redress  in  case  of  in- 
jury, the  Secretary,  on  affidavits  showing  the  nature  of  the  danger  or 
wrong,  will  instruct  the  minister,  in  the  country  from  which  the  danger 
or  wrong  proceeds,  to  ask  explanation,  and  in  case  of  the  danger  or 
wrong  being  proved,  to  insist  on  relief  or  redress.  (See  infra^  §§  189, 
213.) 

(2)  Agencies  to  obtain  information  as  to  pending  insurrec- 
tion. 

§47.       , 

In  1816,  when  the  acknowledgment  of  the  independence  of  the  South 
American  colonies  was  under  consideration,  Mr.  Monroe  sent  three  com- 
missioners, Gsesar  A.  Rodney,  Theoderiek  Bland,  and  John  Oraham,  in 
a  ship-of  war,  to  visit  the  several  colonies,  inquire  into  the  condition  ot 
things  in  respect  to  the  probability  of  endurance  of  successful  hostili- 
ties, and  then  report.  These  commissioners  were  not  nominated  to  the 
Senate,  though  that  body  was  in  session  when  they  sailed,  but  went  ex- 
clusively on  the  President's  nomination.  Their  expenses  were  not  paid 
out  of  the  contingent  fund,  but  were  met  by  a  subsequent  appropriation 
of  130,000  by  Congress. 

See  3  Scboaler^s  Hist.  U.  8,^28  ff;  President  Monroe's  First  Annual  Message, 
1817;  Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hyde  de  Nenville,  July  27,  1818; 
MSS.  For.  Leg.  Notes.  As  to  appointment  and  pay  of  such  agents,  see 
infra,  $  78. 

**  During  the  late  conflict  between  Austria  and  Hungary,  there  seemed 
to  be  a  prospect  that  the  latter  might  become  an  independent  nation. 
However  faint  that  prospect  at  the  time  appeared,  I  thought  it  my  duty, 
in  accordance  with  the  general  sentiment  of  the  American  people,  who 
deeply  sympathized  with  the  Magyar  patriots,  to  stand  prepared,  upon 
the  contingency  of  the  establishment  by  her  of  a  permanent  govern- 
ment, to  be  the  first  to  welcome  independent  Hungary  into  the  family 
of  nations.  For  this  purpose,  I  invested  an  agent,  then  in  Europe,  with 
power  to  declare  our  willingness  promptly  to  recognize  her  independ- 
ence in  the  event  of  her  ability  to  sustain  it.    The  powerful  intervention 
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of  Bussia  in  the  contest  extinguisbed  the  hopes  of  the  struggling  Mag- 
yars. The  United  States  did  not,  at  any  time,  interfere  in  the  contest ^ 
but  the  feelings  of  the  nation  were  strongly  enlisted  in  the  caase,  and 
by  the  sufferings  of  a  brave  people,  who  had  made  a  gallant  though 
unsuccessful  effort  to  be  free." 

President  Taylor's  First  Annnal  Message,  1849.  The  instractions  to  Mr.  Maun 
are  given  in  part  infra  $  70.  (See  comments  in  1  Lawrence  Com.  sar  Droit 
Int..  201.) 

Mr.  Abdy  (Abdy's  Kent,  1878,  92),  after  speaking  with  high  approval 
of  the  conduct  of  the  United  States  in  delaying  recognition  of  the  in- 
dependence of  the  South  American  states,  and  of  Texas,  until  such  in- 
dependence was  practically  established,  quotes  the  passage  from  Presi- 
dent Taylor's  first  annual  message  above  cited,  and  then  proceeds  to 
say: 

"Is  it  necessary  to  criticise  a  document  in  which  two  faults  are  at  all 
events  visible,  the  delegacy  of  sovereign  powers  to  an  agent,  and  its 
victory  of  sympathjj  and  sentiment  over  reason  and  law.  What  would 
have  been  thought  of  an  English  minister  who  should  have  directed  an 
agent  in  the  Confederate  States  to  declare  the  willingness  of  England 
promptly  to  recognize  their  independence,  in  the  event  of  their  ability 
to  maintain  it!" 

"  The  undersigned,  Secretjiry  of  State  of  the  United  States,  had  the 
honor  to  receive  some  time  ago  the  note  of  Mr.  Hiilsemanu,  charge 
d'affaires  of  His  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  Austria,  of  the  30th  September. 
Causes  not  arising  from  any  want  of  personal  regard  for  Mr.  HUlse- 
mann  or  of  proper  respect  for  his  Government  have  delayed  an  answer 
until  the  present  moment.  Having  submitted  Mr.  Hulsemann's  letter 
to  the  President,  the  undersigned  is  now  directed  by  him  to  return  the 
following  reply : 

"  The  objects  of  Mr.  HtUsemann's  note  are,  first,  to  protest,  by  order 
of  his  Oovernment,  against  the  steps  taken  by  the  late  President  of  the 
United  States  to  ascertain  the  progress  and  probable  result  of  the  revo- 
lutionary movements  in  Hungary  ]  and,  secondly,  to  complain  of  some 
expressions. in  the  instructions  of  the  late  Secretary  of  State  to  Mr.  A. 
Dudley  Mann,  a  confidential  agent  of  the  United  States,  as  communi- 
cated by  President  Taylor  to  the  Senate  on  the  28  th  of  March  last. 

"  The  principal  ground  of  protest  is  founded  on  the  idea  or  in  the 
allegation  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  by  the  mission  of 
Mr.  Mann  and  his  instructions,  has  interfered  in  the  domestic  affairs  of 
Austria  in  a  manner  unjust  or  disre  spectful  toward  that  power.  The 
President's  message  was  a  communication  made  by  him  to  the  Senate, 
transmitting  a  correspondence  between  the  Executive  Government  and 
a  confidential  agent  of  its  own.  This  would  seem  to  be  itself  a  domestic 
transaction — a  mere  instance  of  intercourse  between  the  President  and 
the  Senate  in  the  manner  which  is  usual  and  indispensable  in  commu- 
nications between  the  different  branches  of  the  Government.  It  was 
not  addressed  either  to  Austria  or  Hungary,  nor  was  it  any  public  mani- 
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festo  to  which  any  foreign  state  was  called  on  to  reply.  It  was  an  ac- 
count of  its  transactions  commnnicated  by  the  Execntive  Oovemment  to 
the  Senate  at  the  reqaest  of  that  body — made  public,  indeed,  but  made 
public  only  because  such  is  the  common  and  usual  course  of  proceed- 
ing— and  it  may  be  regarded  as  somewhat  strange,  therefore,  that  the 
Austrian  cabinet  did  not  perceive  that,  by  the  instructions  given  to  Mr. 
Hiilsemann,  it  was  itself  interfering  with  the  domestic  concerns  of  a  for- 
eign state,  the  very  thing  which  is  the  ground  of  its  complaint  against 
the  United  States.    (See  infra,  §  79.) 

'^  This  Department  has  on  former  occasions  informed  the  ministers  of 
foreign  powers  that  a  communication  from  the  President  to  either  house 
of  Congress  is  regarded  as  a  domestic  communication,  of  which,  ordi- 
narily, no  foreign  state  has  cognizance,  and  in  more  recent  instances 
the  great  inconvenience  of  making  such  communications  subjects  of 
diplomatic  correspondence  and  discussion  has  been  fully  shown.  If  it 
had  been  the  pleasure  of  His  Mcyesty  the  Emperor  of  Austria  during 
the  struggles  in  Hungary  to  have  admonished  the  provisional  Grovern 
ment  or  the  people  of  that  country  against  involving  themselves  in  dis- 
aster by  following  the  evil  and  dangerous  example  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  making  efforts  for  the  establishment  of  independent  gov- 
ernments, such  an  admonition  from  that  sovereign  to  his  Hungarian 
subjects  would  not  have  originated  here  a  diplomatic  correspondence. 
The  President  might,  perhaps,  on  this  ground  have  declined  to  direct 
any  particular  reply  to  Mr.  Hiilsemann's  note )  but  out  of  proper  re- 
spect for  the  Austrian  Government  it  has  been  thought  better  to  an- 
swer that  note  at  length,  and  the  more  especially  as  the  occasion  is  not 
unfavorable  for  the  expression  of  the  general  sentiments  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  upon  the  topics  which  that  note  discusses. 
'^  A  leading  subject  in  Mr.  Hulsemann^s  note  is  that  of  the  correspond- 
ence between  Mr.  Hiilsemann  and  the  predecessor  of  the  undersigned, 
in  which  Mr.  Clayton,  by  direction  of  the  President,  informed  Mr. 
Hiilsemann  <  that  Mr.  Mann's  mission  had  no  other  object  in  view  than 
to  obtain  reliable  information  as  to  the  true  state  of  affairs  in  Hungary 
by  personal  observation.'  Mr.  Hiilsemann  remarks  that  ^  this  explana- 
tion can  hardly  be  admitted,  for  it  says  very  little  as  to  the  cause  of  the 
anxiety  which  was  felt  to  ascertain  the  chances  of  the  revolutionists.' 
As  this,  however,  is  the  only  purpose  which  cao,  with  any  appearance 
of  truth,  be  attributed  to  the  agency,  as  nothing  whatever  is  alleged  by 
Mr.  Hiilsemann  to  have  been  either  done  or  said  by  the  agent  incon- 
sistent with  such  an  object,  the  undersigned  conceives  that  Mr.  Clay- 
ton's explanation  ought  to  be  deemed  not  only  admissible,  but  quite 
satisfactory.  Mr.  Hiilsemann  states  in  the  course  of  his  note  that  his 
instructions  to  address  his  present  communication  to  Mr.  Clayton 
reached  Washington  about  the  time  of  the  lamented  death  of  the  late 
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President,  and  that  he  delayed  from  a  sense  of  propriety  .the  execution 
of  his  task  antil  the  new  Administration  should  be  fully  organized,  ^^ 
delay  which  he  now  rejoices  at,  as  it  has  given  him  the  opportunity  of 
ascertaining  from  the  new  President  himself,  on  the  occasion  of  the  re- 
ception of  the  diplomatic  corps,  that  the  fundamental  policy  of  the 
United  States,  so  frequently  proclaimed,  would  guide  the  relations  of 
the  American  Government  with  other  powers.'  Mr.  Hulsemann  also 
observes  that  it  is  in  his  power  to  assure  the  undersigned  *  that  the 
Imperial  Grovernment  is  disposed  to  cultivate  relations  of  friendship 
and  good  understanding  with  the  United  States.'  The  President  re- 
ceives this  assurance  of  the  disposition  of  the  Imperial  €k>vemment 
with  great  satisfaction,  and,  in  consideration  of  the  friendly  relations  of 
the  two  Oovernmctnts  thus  mutually  recognized,  and  of  the  peculiar 
nature  of  the  incidents  by  which  their  good  understanding  is  supposed 
by  Mr.  Hulsemann  to  have  been,  for  a  moment,  disturbed  or  endan- 
gered, the  President  regrets  that  Mr.  Htilsemann  did  not  feel  himself  at 
liberty  wholly  to  forbear  from  the  execution  of  instructions,  which  were 
of  course  transmitted  from  Vienna  without  any  foresight  of  the  state  of 
things  under  which  they  would  reach  Washington.  If  Mr.  HUlsemann 
saw  in  the  address  of  the  President  to  the  diplomatic  corps,  satisfactory 
pledges  of  the  sentiments  and  the  policy  of  this  Government,  in  regard 
to  neutral  rights  and  neutral  duties,  it  might,  perhaps,  have  been  better 
not  to  bring  on  a  discussion  of  past  transactions.  But  the  undersigned 
readily  admits  that  this  was  a  question  fit  only  for  the  consideration 
and  decision  of  Mr.  Hulsemann  himself;  and  although  the  President 
does  not  see  that  any  good  purpose  can  be  answered  by  reopening  the 
inquiry  into  the  propriety  of  the  steps  taken  by  President  Taylor,  to 
ascertain  the  probable  issue  of  the  late  civil  war  in  Hungary,  justice  to 
his  memory  requires  the  undersigned  briefly  to  restate  the  history  of 
those  steps,  and  to  show  their  consistency  with  the  neutral  policy  which 
has  invariably  guided  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  its  foreign 
relations,  as  well  as  with  the  established  and  well -settled  principles  of 
national  intercourse,  and  the  doctrines  of  public  law. 

<<  The  undersigned  will  first  observe  that  the  President  is  persuaded 
His  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  Austria  does  not  think  that  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  ought  to  view,  with  unconcern,  the  extraor- 
dinary events  which  have  occurred,  not  only  in  his  dominions,  but  in 
many  other  parts  of  Europe,  since  February,  1848.  The  Government 
and  people  of  the  United  States,  like  other  intelligent  Governments  ^d 
communities,  take  a  lively  interest  in  the  movements  and  the  events  of 
this  remarkable  age,  in  whatever  part  of  the  world  they  may  be  ex. 
hibited.  But  the  interest  taken  by  the  United  States  in  those  events 
has  not  proceeded  from  any  disposition  to  depart  from  that  neutrality 
toward  foreign  powers  which  is  among  the  deepest  principles  and  the 
most  cherished  traditions  of  the  political  history  of  the  Union.  It  has 
.  been  the  necessary  effect  of  the  unexampled  character  of  the  events 
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themselves,  which  coald  not  fail  to  arrest  the  attention  of  the  contem- 
porary world,  as  they  will  doubtless  fill  a  memorable  page  in  history. 
But  the  undersigned  goes  further,  and  freely  admits  that  in  proportion 
as  these  extraordinary  events  appeared  to  have  their  origin  in  those 
great  ideas  of  responsible  and  popular  governments,  on  which  the 
American  constitutions  themselves  are  wholly  founded,  they  could  not 
but  command  the  warm  sympathy  of  the  people  of  this  country. 

"Well  known  circumstances  in  their  history,  indeed  their  whole  his- 
tory, have  made  them  the  representatives  of  purely  popular  principles  of 
government.  In  this  light  they  now  stand  before  the  world.  They 
could  not,  if  they  would,  conceal  their  character,  their  condition,  or  their 
destiny.  They  could  not,  if  they  so  desired,  shut  out  from  the  view  of 
mankind  the  causes  which  have  placed  them,  in  so  short  a  national 
career,  in  the  station  which  they  now  hold  among  the  civilized  states 
of  the  world.  They  could  not,  if  they  desired  it,  suppress  either  the 
thoughts  or  the  hopes  which  arise  in  men's  minds,  in  other  countries, 
from  contemplating  their  successful  example  of  free  government.  That 
very  intelligent  and  distinguished  personage,  the  Emperor  Joseph  the 
Second,  was  among  the  first  to  discern  this  necessary  consequence  of 
the  American  Bevolution  on  the  sentiments  and  opinions  ot  the  .people 
of  Europe.  In  a  letter  to  his  minister  in  The  Netherlands  in  1787,  he 
observes  that '  it  is  remarkable  that  France,  by  the  assistance  which 
she  afforded  to  the  Americans,  gave  birth  to  reflections  on  freedom.' 
This  fact,  which  the  sagacity  of  that  monarch  perceived  at  so  early  .a 
day,  is  now  known  and  admitted  by  intelligent  powers  all  over  the 
world.  True,  indeed,  it  is,  that  the  prevalence  on  the  other  continent 
of  sentiments  favorable  to  republican  liberty,  is  the  result  of  the  reaction 
of  America  upon  Europe ;  and  the  source  and  center  of  this  reaction  has 
doubtless  been,  and  now  is,  in  these  United  States.  The  position  thus 
belonging  to  the  United  States  is  a  fact  as  inseparable  from  their  his- 
tory, their  constitutional  organization,  and  their  character,  as  the  oppo- 
site position  of  the  powers  composing  the  European  alliance  is  from  the 
hi&tory  and  constitutional  organization  of  the  Government  of  those 
powers.  The  sovereigns  who  form  that  alliance  have  not  unfrequently 
felt  it  their  right  to  interfere  with  the  political  movements  of  foreign 
states ;  and  have,  in  their  manifestoes  and  declarations,  denounced  the 
popular  ideas  of  the  age  in  terms  so  comprehensive  as  of  necessity  to 
include  the  United  States,  and  their  forms  o^  government.  It  is  well 
known  that  one  of  the  leading  principles  announced  by  the  allied  sov- 
ereigns, after  the  restoration  of  the  Bourbons,  is,  that  all  popular  or 
constitutional  rights  are  holden  no  otherwise  than  as  grants  and  in- 
dulgences from  crowned  heads.  'Useful  and  necessary  changes  in 
legislation  and  administration,-  says  the  Laybach  Circular  of  May,  1841, 
'ou^ht  only  to  emanate  from  the  free  wiU  and  intelligent  conviction 
oi  those  whom  God  ha«  rendered  responsible  for  power ;  all  that  devi- 
ates from  this  line  necessarily  leads  to  disorder,  commotions,  and,  evils 
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far  more  insafferable  than  those  which  they  pretend  to  remedy.'  And 
his  late  Austrian  Majesty,  Francis  I,  is  reported  to  have  declared  in  an 
address  to  the  Hungarian  Diet,  in  1820,  that  '  the  whole  world  had 
become  foolish,  and,  leaving  their  ancient  laws,  was  in  search  of  im- 
aginary constitutions.'  These  declarations  amount  to  nothing  less  than 
a  denial  of  the  lawfulness  of  the  origin  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  since  it  is  certain  that  that  Government  was  established  in  con- 
sequence of  a  change  which  did  not  proceed  from  thrones,  or  the  per- 
mission of  crowned  heads.  But  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
heard  these  denunciations  of  its  fundamental  principles  without  re. 
monstrance,  or  the  disturbance  of  its  equanimity.  This  was  thirty  years 
•go. 

''The  power  of  this  Republic,  at  the  present  moment,  is  spread  over  a 
region,  one  of  the  richest  and  most  fertile  on  the  globe,  and  of  an  extent 
in  comparison  with  which  the  possessions  of  the  house  of  Hapsburg 
are  but  as  a  patch  on  the  earth's  surface.  Its  population,  already 
25,000,000,  will  exceed  that  of  the  Austrian  Empire  within  the  period 
during  which  it  may  be  hoped  that  M.  Hlilsemann  may  yet  remain  in 
jthe  honorable  discharge  of  his  duties  to  his  Government.  Its  naviga- 
tion and  commerce  are  hardly  exceeded  by  the  oldest  and  most  com- 
mercial nations;  its  maritime  means  and  its  maritime  power  may  be 
seen  by  Austria  herself,  in  all  seas  where  she  has  ports,  as  well  as  it 
may  be  seen,  also,  in  all  other  quarters  of  the  globe.  Life,  liberty,  prop- 
erty, and  all  personal  rights  are  amply  secured  to  all  citizens,  and  pro- 
tected by  just  and  stable  laws ;  and  credit,  public  and  private,  ifi  as 
well  established  as  in  any  Government  of  continental  Europe.  And  the 
country,  in  all  its  interests  and  concerns,  partakes  most  largely  in  all 
the  improvements  and  progress  which  distinguish  the  age.  Certainly, 
the  United  States  may  be  pardoned,  even  by  those  who  profess  adher- 
ence to  the  principles  of  absolute  Governments,  if  they  entertain  an 
ardent  affection  for  those  popular  forms  of  political  organization  which 
have  so  rapidly  advanced  their  own  prosperity  and  happiness,  and  en- 
abled them,  in  so  short  a  period,  to  bring  their  country  and  the  hemi- 
sphere to  which  it  belongs,  to  the  notice  and  respectful  regard,  not  to  say 
the  admiration,  of  the  civilized  world.  Nevertheless,  the  United  States 
have  abstained,  at  all  times,  from  acts  of  interference  with  the  political 
changes  of  Europe.  They  cannot,  however,  fail  to  cherish  always  a 
lively  interest  in  the  fortunes  of  nations  struggling  for  institutions  like 
their  own.  But  this  sympathy,  so  far  from  being  necessarily  a  hostile 
feeling  toward  any  of  the  parties  to  these  great  national  struggles,  is 
quite  consistent  with  amicable  relations  with  them  all.  The  Hungarian 
people  are  three  or  four  times  as  numerous  as  the  inhabitants  of  these 
United  States  were  when  the  American  Revolution  broke  out.  They 
possess,  in  a  distinct  language,  and  in  other  respects,  important  ele- 
ments of  a  separate  nationality,  which  the  Anglo-Saxon  rat;e  in  this 
country  did  not  possess;  and  if  the  United  States  wish  success  to  coun- 
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tries  contending  for  popalar  constitutions  and  national  independence, 
it  is  only  because  they  regard  such  constitutions  and  such  national  in- 
dependence,  not  as  imaginary,  but  as  real  blessings.  They  claim  no 
right,  however,  to  take  part  in  the  struggles  of  foreign  powers  in  order 
to  promote  these  ends.  Jt  is  only  in  defense  of  his  own  Oovernment, 
and  its  principles  and  character,  that  the  nndersigned  has  now  expressed 
himself  on  this  subject.  But  wheti  the  United  States  behold  the  people 
of  foreign  countries  without  any  such  interference,  spontaneously  mov- 
ing toward  the  adoption  of  institutions  like  their  own,  it  surely  cannot 
be  expected  of  them  to  remain  wholly  indifferent  spectators. 

'^  In  regard  to  the  recent  very  important  occurrences  in  the  Austrian 
Empire,  the  undersigned  freely  admits  the  difficulty  which  exists  in  this 
country,  and  is  alluded  to  by  Mr.  Hiilsemann,  of  obtaining  accurate 
information.  But  this  difficulty  is  by  no  means  to  the  ascribed  to  what 
Mr.  Hiilsemann  calls — with  little  justice,  as  it  seems  to  the  undersigned — 
Hhe  mendacious  rumors  propagated  by  the  American  press.'  For 
information  on  this  subject,  and  others  of  the  same  kind,  the  American 
press  is,  of  necessity,  almost  wholly  dependent  upon  that  of  Europe ; 
and  if  '  mendacious  rumors '  respecting  Austrian  and  Hungarian  affairs 
have  been  anywhere  propagated,  that  propagation  of  falsehoods  has 
been  most  prolific  on  the  European  continent,  and  in  countries  immedi- 
ately bordering  on  the  Austrian  Empire.  But,  wherever  these  errors 
may  have  originated,  they  certainly  justified  the  late  President  in  seeking 
true  information  through  authentic  channels.  His  attention  was,  first, 
particularly  drawn  to  the  state  of  things  in  Hungary,  by  the  correspond- 
ence of  Mr.  Stiles,  charge  d'affaires  of  the  United  States  at  Vienna.  In 
the  autumn  of  1848,  an  application  was  made  to  this  gentleman,  on  be- 
half of  Mr.  Kossuth,  formerly  minister  of  finance  for  the  Kingdom  of 
Hungary  by  Imperial  appointment,  but  at  the  time  the  application  was 
made  chief  of  the  revolutionary  Government.  The  object  of  this  appli- 
cation was  to  obtain  the  good  offices  of  Mr.  Stiles  with  the  Imperial 
Government,  with  a  view  to  the  suspension  of  hostilities.  This  appli- 
cation became  the  subject  of  u  conference  between  Prince  Schwarzen- 
berg,  the  imperial  minister  for  foreign  affairs,  and  Mr.  Stiles.  The 
prince  commended  the  considerateness  and  propriety  with  which  Mr. 
Stiles  had  acted;  and,  so  far  from  disapproving  his  interference,  advised 
him,  in  case  he  received  a  further  communication  from  the  revolution- 
ary Government  in  Hungary,  to  have  an  interview  with  Prince  Win- 
dischgratz,  who  was  charged  hy  the  Emperor  with  the  proceedings 
determined  on  in  relation  to  that  Kingdom.  A  week  after  these  occur- 
rences, Mr.  Stiles  received,  through  a  secret  channel,  a  communication 
signed  by  L.  Kossuth,  president  of  the  committee  of  defense,  and  coun- 
tersigned by  Francis  Pulsky,  secretary  of  state.  On  the  receipt  of  this 
communication,  Mr.  Stiles  had  an  interview  with  Prince  Windischgratz, 
'who  received  him  with  the  utmost  kindness,  and  thanked  him  for  hia 
efforts  toward  reconciling  the  existing  difficulties.'  Such  were  the  iii- 
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cidents  which  first  drew  the  attention  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  particularly  to  the  affairs  of  Hungary  and  the  conduct  of  Mr. 
Stiles,  though  acting  without  instructions  in  a  matter  of  much  delicacy, 
having  been  viewed  with  satisfaction  by  the  Imperial  Government,  was 
approved  by  that  of  the  United  States. 

"In  the  course  of  the  year  1848  and  in  the  early  part  of  1849,  a  consid- 
erable number  of  Hungarians  came  to  the  United  States.  Among  them 
were  individuals  representing  themselves  to  be  in  the  confidence  of  the 
revolutionary  government,  and  by  these  persons  the  President  was 
strongly  urged  to  recognize  the  existence  of  that  government.  In  these 
applications,  and  in  the  manner  in  which  they  were  viewed  by  the  Presi- 
dent, there  was  nothing  unusual;  still  less  was  there  anything  unau- 
thorized by  the  law  of  nations.  It  is  the  right  of  every  independent 
state  to  enter  into  friendly  relations  with  every  other  independent 
state.  Of  course,  questions  of  prudence  naturally  arise  in  reference 
to  new  states,  brought  by  successful  revolutions  into  the  family  of  na- 
tions; but  it  is  not  to  be  required  of  neutral  powers  that  they  should 
await  the  recognition  of  the  new  government  by  the  parent  state.  No 
principle  of  public  law  has  been  more  frequently  acted  upon,  within  the 
last  thirty  years,  by  the  great  powers  of  the  world  than  this.  Within 
that  period  eight  or  ten  new  states  have  established  independent  gov- 
ernments within  the  limits  of  the  colonial  dominions  of  Spain  on  this 
continent;  and  in  Europe  the  same  thing  has  been  done  by  Belgium 
and  Greece.  The  existence  of  all  these  governments  was  recognized 
by  soine  of  the  leading  powers  of  Europe,  as  well  as  by  the  United 
States,  before  it  was  acknowledged  by  the  states  from  which  they  had 
separated  themselves.  If,  therefore,  the  United  States  had  gone  so  far 
as  formally  to  acknowledge  the  independence  of  Hungary,  although,  as 
the  result  has  proved,  it  would  have  been  a  precipitate  step,  and  one 
from  which  no  benefit  would  have  resulted  to  either  party,  it  would 
not,  nevertheless,  have  been  an  act  against  the  law  of  nations,  provided 
they  took  no  part  in  her  contest  with  Austria.  But  the  United  States 
did  no  such  thing.  Not  only  did  they  not  yield  to  Hungary  any  actual 
countenance  or  succor;  not  only  did  they  not  show  their  ships  of  war 
in  the  Adriatic  with  any  menacing  or  hostile  aspect,  but  they  studiously 
abstained  from  everything  which  had  not  been  done  in  other  cases  in 
times  past,  and  contented  themselves  with  instituting  an  inquiry  into 
the  truth  and  reality  of  alleged  political  occurrences.  Mr.  Hulsemann 
incorrectly  states,  unintentionally  certainly,  the  nature  of  the  mission 
of  this  agent,  when  he  says  that  '  a  United  States  agent  had  been  dis- 
patched to  Vienna  with  orders  to  watch  for  a  favorable  moment  to  recog- 
•nize  the  Hungarian  republic,  and  to  conclude  a  treaty  of  commerce  wifli 
the  same.'  This,  indeed,  would  have  been  a  lawful  object,  but  Mr, 
Mann's  errand  was,  in  the  first  instance,  purely  one  of  inquiry.  He  had 
no  power  to  act,  unless  he  had  first  come  to  the  conviction  that  a  firm 
and  stable  Hungarian  government  existed.    *  The  principal  object  the 
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President  has  in  view,'  according  to  his  instructions, '  is  to  obtain  minate  " 
and  reliable  information  in  regard  to  Hungary  in  connection  with  the 
affairs  of  adjoining  countries,  the  probable  issue  of  the  present  revolu- 
tionary movements,  and  the  chances  we  ma^'  have  of  forming  commercial 
arrangements  with  that  power  favorable  to  the  United  States.'  Again, 
in  the  same  paper,  it  is  said :  '  The  object  of  the  President  is  to  obtain 
information  in  regard  to  Hungary,  and  her  resources  and  prospects, 
with  a  view  to  an  early  recognition  of  her  independence  and  the  forma- 
tion of  commercial  relations  with  her.'  It  was  only  in  the  event  that 
the  new  government  should  appear,  in  the  opinion  of  the  agent,  to  be 
firm  and  stable,  that  the  President  proposed  to  recommend  its  recogni- 
tion. 

"  Mr.  Hiilsemann,  in  qualifying  these  steps  of  President  Taylor  with 
the  epithet  of  'hostile,'  seems  to  take  for  granted  that  the  inquiry 
could,  in  the  expectation  of  the  President,  have  but  one  result,  and 
that  favorable  to  Hungary.  If  this  were  so,  it  would  not  change  the 
case.  But  the  American  Oovernment  sought  for  nothing  but  truth ;  it 
desired  to  learn  the  facts  through  a  reliable  channel.  It  so  happened,  in 
the  chances  and  vicissitudes  of  human  affairs,  that  the  result  was  ad- 
verse to  the  Hungarian  revolution.  The  American  agent,  as  was 
stated  in  his  instructions  to  be  not  unlikely,  found  the  condition  of 
Hungarian  affairs  less  prosperous  than  it  had  been,  or  had  been  be- 
lieved to  be.  He  did  not  enter  Hungary,  nor  hold  any  direct  commu- 
nication with  her  revol  utionary  leaders.  He  reported  against  the  recog- 
nition of  her  independence,  because  he  found  she  had  been  unable  to  set 
up  a  firm  and  stable  government.  He  carefully  forbore,  as  his  instruc- 
tions required,  to  give  publicity  to  his  mission,  and  the  undersigned 
supposes  that  the  Austrian  Government  first  learned  its  existence  fi^om 
the  communications  of  the  President  to  the  Senate. 

'^  Mr.  Hulsemann  will  observe  from  this  statement  that  Mr.  Mann's  mis- 
sion was  wholly  unobjectionable,  and  strictly  within  the  rule  of  the  law 
of  nations,  and  the  duty  of  the  United  States  as  a  neutral  power.  He 
will  accordingly  feel  how  little  foundation  there  is  for  his  remark, 
that  ^  those  who  did  Hot  hesitiate  to  assume  the  responsibility  of  send- 
ing Mr.  Dudley  Mann  on  such  an  errand,  should,  independent  of  con- 
siderations of  propriety,  have  borne  in  mind  that  they  were  exposing 
their  emissary  to  be  treated  as  a  spy.'  A  spy  is  a  person  sent  by  one 
belligerent  to  gain  secret  information  of  the  forces  and  defenses  of  the 
other,  to  be  used  for  hostile  purposes.  According  to  practice,  he  may 
use  deception,  under  the  penalty  of  being  lawfully  hanged  if  detected. 
To  give  this  odious  name  and  character  to  a  confidential  agent  of  a  neu- 
tral power,  bearing  the  commission  of  his  country,  and  sent  for  a  pur- 
pose fully  warranted  by  the  law  of  nations,  is  not  only  to  abuse  language, 
but  also  to  confound  all  just  ideas,  and  to  announce  the  wildest  and 
most  extravagant  notions,  such  as  certainly  were  not  to  have  been 
wpecte4  in  a  grave  diplomatic  paper  \  and  the  President  directs  the 
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undersigned  to  say  to  Mr.  HiilsemaDn  that  the  American  Government 
would  regard  such  an  imputation  upon  it  by  the  cabinet  of  Austria,  as 
that  it  employs  spies,  and  that  in  a  quarrel  none  of  its  own,  as  distinctly 
offensive,  if  it  did  not  presume,  as  it  is  willing  to  presume,  that  the  word 
used  in  the  original  Oerman  was  not  of  equivalent  meaning  with  ^spy ' 
in  the  English  language,  or  that  in  some  other  way  the  employment  of 
such  an  opprobrious  term  may  be  explained.  Had  the  Imperial  Gov- 
ernment of  Austria  subjected  Mr.  Mann  to  the  treatment  of  a  spy,  it 
would  have  placed  itself  without  the  pale  of  civilization,  and  the  cabi- 
net of  Vienna  may  be  assured  that  if  it  had  carried,  or  attempted  to 
carry,  any  such  lawless  purpose  into  effect  in  the  case  of  an  authorized 
agent  of  this  Government  the  spirit  of  the  people  of  this  country  would 
have  demanded  immediate  hostilities  to  be  waged  by  the  utmost  exer- 
tion of  the  power  of  the  Republic — military  and  naval. 

<<  Mr.  HUlsemann  proceeds  to  remark  that '  this  extremely  painful  in- 
cident, therefore,  might  have  been  passed  over  without  any  written 
evidence  being  left  on  our  part  in  the  archives  of  the  United  States  had 
not  General  Taylor  thought  proper  to  revive  the  whole  subject  by  com- 
municating to  the  Senate,  in  his  message  of  the  18th  [28thJ  of  last  March, 
the  instructions  with  which  Mr.  Mann  had  been  furnished  on  the  occa- 
sion of  his  mission  to  Vienna.  The  publicity  which  has  been  given  to 
that  document  has  placed  the  Imperial  Government  under  the  necessity 
of  entering  a  formal  protest,  through  its  official  representative,  against 
the  proceedings  of  the  American  Government  lest  that  Government 
should  construe  our  silence  into  approbation,  or  toleration  even,  of  the 
principles  which  appear  to  have  guided  its  action  and  the  means  it  has 
adopted.'  The  undersigned  reasserts  to  Mr.  Hiilsemann  and  to  the 
cabinet  of  Vienna,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  world,  that  the  steps 
taken  by  President  Taylor,  now  protested  against  by  the  Austrian 
Government,  were  warranted  by  the  law  of  nations  and  agreeable  to 
the  usages  of  civilized  states.  With  respect  to  the  communication  of 
Mr.  Mann's  instructions  to  the  Senate,  and  the  language  in  which  they 
are  couched,  it  has  already  been  said — and  Mr.  Hulsemann  must  feel 
the  justice  of  the  remark — ^that  these  are  domestic  affairs,  in  reference 
to  which  the  Government  of  the  United  States  cannot  admit  the  slight- 
est responsibility  to  the  Government  of  His  Imperial  Majesty.  "No  state 
deserving  the  appellation  of  independent  can  permit  the  language  in 
which  it  may  instruct  its  own  officers  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties  to 
itself  to  be  called  in  question  under  any  pretext  by  a  foreign  power; 
but  even  if  this  were  not  so,  Mr.  Hulsemann  is  in  an  error  in  stating 
that  the  Austrian  Government  is  called  an  Mron  rnle'  in  Mr.  Mann's 
instructions.  That  phrase  is  not  found  hi  the  paper,  and  in  respect  to 
the  honorary  epithet  bestowed  in  Mr.  Mann's  instructions  on  the  late 
chief  of  the  revolutionary  government  of  Hungary  Mr.  Hulsemann 
will  bear  in  mind  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  cannot 
justly  be  expected,  in  a  con^dential  communication  to  its  own  agent,  to 
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withhold  from  an  individaal  an  epithet  of  distinction  of  which  a  greiit 
part  of  the  world  thinks  him  worthy  merely  on  the  ground  that  his  own 
Government  regards  him  as  a  rebel.  At  iu  early  stage  of  the  American 
Bevolation,  while  Washington  was  considered  by  the  English  (Govern- 
ment as  a  rebel  chief,  he  was  regarded  on  the  continent  of  Eorope  as  an 
illustrioas  hero ;  bat  the  undersigned  will  take  the  liberty  of  bringing 
the  cabinet  of  Vienna  into  the  presence  i^f  its  own  predecessors,  and  of 
citing  for  its  consideration  the  conduct  of  the  Imperial  Government 
itself.  In  the  year  1777  the  war  of  the  American  Bevolation  was  raging 
all  over  these 'United  States.  England  was  prosecuting  that  war  with 
a  most  resolute  determination,  and  by  the  exertion  of  all  her  military 
means  to  the  fullest  extent.  Germany  was  at  that  time  at  peace  with 
England,  and  yet  an  agent  of  that  Congress,  which  was  looked  upon  by 
England  in  no  other  light  than  that  of  a  body  in  open  rebellion,  was  not 
only  received  with  great  respect  by  the  embassador  of  the  Empress 
Queen  at  Paris,  and  by  the  minister  of  the  Grand  Duke  of  Tuscany, 
who  afterwards  mounted  the  imperial  throne,  but  resided  in  Vienna  for 
a  considerable  time — not,  indeed,  officially  acknowledged,  but  treated 
with  courtesy  and  respect,  and  the  Emperor  suffered  himself  to  be  per- 
suaded by  that  agent  to  exert  himself  to  prevent  the  German  powers 
from  furnishing  troops  to  England  to  enable  her  to  suppress  the  rebell- 
ion in  America.  Neither  Mr.  Hiilsemann  nor  the  cabinet  of  Vienna,  it 
is  presumed,  will  undertake  to  say  that  anything  said  or  done  by  this 
Government  in  regard  to  the  recent  war  between  Austria  and  Hungary 
is  not  borne  out,  and  much  more  than  borne  out,  by  this  example  of  the 
imperial  court.  It  is  believed  that  the  Emperor,  Joseph  the  Second, 
habitually  spoke  in  terms  of  respect  and  admiration  of  the  character  of 
Washington,  as  he  is  known  to  have  done  of  that  of  Franklin,  and  he 
deemed  it  no  infraction  of  neutrality  to  inform  himself  of  the  progress 
of  the  Eevolutionary  struggle  in  America,  nor  to  express  his  deep  sense 
of  the  merits  and  the  talents  of  those  illustrious  men  who  were  then 
leading  their  country  to  independence  and  renown.  The  undersigned 
may  add  that  in  1781  the  courts  of  Eussia  and  Austria  proposed  a  diplo- 
matic congress  of  the  belligerent  powers,  to  which  the  commissioners 
of  the  United  States  should  be  admitted. 

<<  Mr.  Hiilsemann  thinks  that  in  Mr.  Mann's  instructions  improper 
expressions  are  introduced  in  regard  to  Bussia,  but  the  undersigned 
has  no  reason  to  suppose  that  Eussia  herself  is  of  that  opinion.  The 
only  observation  made  in  those  instructions  about  Bussia  is  that  she 
<  has  chosen  to  assume  an  attitude  of  interference,  and  her  immense 
preparations  for  invading  and  reducing  the  Hungarians  to  the  rule  of 
Austria,  from  which  they  desire  to  be  released,  ^ave  so  serious  a  char- 
acter to  the  contest  as  to  awaken  the  most  painful  solicitude  in  the 
minds  of  Americans.'  The  undersigned  cannot  but  c(^sider  the  Aus- 
trian cabinet  as  unnecessarily  susceptible  in  looking  upon  language  like 
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tbis  aa  a  ^  hostile  demonstration.'  If  we  remember  that  it  was  addressed 
by  the  Government  to  its  own  Hgent,  and  has  received  publicity  only 
through  a  communication  frotn  one  department  of  the  American  Gov- 
ernment to  another,  the  language  quoted  must  be  deemed  moderate  and 
inoflTensive.  The  comity  of  nations  would  hardly  forbid  its  being  ad- 
dressed to  the  two  imperial  powers  themselves.  It  is  scarcely  neces- 
sary for  the  undersigned  to  say,  that  the  relations  of  the  United  States 
with  Bussia  have  always  been  of  the  most  friendly  kind,  and  have  never 
been  deemed  by  either  party  to  require  any  compromise  of  their  pecu- 
liar views  upon  subjects  of  domestic  or  foreign  polity  or  the  true  origin 
of  Governments.  At  any  rate,  the  fact  that  Austria  in  her  contest 
with  Hungary  had  an  intimate  and  faithful  ally  in  Bussia  cannot  alter 
the  real  nature  of  the  question  between  Austria  and  Hungary,  nor  in 
any  way  affect  the  neutral  rights  and  duties  of  the  Government  of  the. 
United  States  or  the  justifiable  sympathies  of  the  American  people.  It 
is,  indeed,  easy  to  conceive  that  favor  toward  struggling  Hungary 
would  be  not  diminished,  but  increased,  when  it  was  seen  that  the  arm 
of  Austria  wai^  strengthened  and  upheld  by  a  power  whose  assistance 
threatened  to  be,  and  which  in  the  end  proved  to  be,  overwhelmingly 
destructive  of  all  her  hopes. 

<^  Toward  the  conclusion  of  his  note  Mr.  Htllsemann  remarks  that '  if 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  were  to  think  it  proi)er  to  take  an 
Indirect  part  in  the  political  movements  of  Europe,  American  policy 
would  be  exposed  to  acts  of  retaliation  and  to  certain  inconveniences 
which  would  not  fail  to  affect  the  commerce  and  industry  of  the  two 
hemispheres.'  As  to  this  possible  fortune — this  hypothetical  retalia- 
tion— the  Government  and  people  of  the  United  States  are  qtute  will- 
ing to  take  their  chances  and  abide  their  destiny.  Taking  neither  a 
direct  nor  an  indirect  part  in  the  domestic  or  intestine  movements  of 
Europe,  they  have  no  fear  of  events  of  the  nature  alluded  to  by  Mr. 
Hiilsemaun.  It  would  be  idle  now  to  discuss  with  Mr.  Hiilsemann  those 
acts  of  retaliation  which  he  imagines  may  possibly  take  place  at  some 
indefinite  time  hereafter.  Those  questions  will  be  discussed  when  they 
arise,  and  Mr.  Hulsemann  and  the  cabinet  at  Vienna  may  rest  assured 
that,  in  the  mean  time,  while  performing  with  strict  and  exact  fidelity 
all  their  neutral  duties,  nothing  will  deter  either  the  Government  or  the 
people  of  the  United  States  from  exercising,  at  their  own  discretion,  the 
rights  belonging  to  them  as  an  independent  nation,  and  of  forming  and 
expressing  their  own  opinions,  freely  and  at  all  times,  upon  the  great 
political  events  which  may  transpire  among  the  civilized  nation^  of  the 
earth.  Their  own  institutions  stand  upon  the  broadest  principles  of 
civil  liberty,  and  believing  those  principles  and  the  fundamental  laws 
in  which  they  are  embodied  to  be  eminently  favorable  to  the  prosperity 
of  states — to  be,  in  fact,  the  only  principles  of  government  which  meet 
the  demands  of  the  present  enlightened  age — the  President  has  per- 
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ceived  with  great  eatiHfaction  that,  in  the  coDStitution  recently  intro- 
duced into  the  Austrian  Empire,  many  of  these  great  principles  are  rec- 
ognized and  applied,  and  he  cherishes  a  sincere  wish  that  they  may  pro- 
duce the  same  happy  eflEects  throughout  his  Austrian  Majesty's  exten- 
sive dominions  that  they  have  done  in  the  XJuited  States." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  HUlsemanD,  Dec.  21,  1850.  MSS.  notes, 
ADstria ;  6  Webster's  Works,  488,  /. 

The  correepoDdence  with  Austria  in  respect  to  the  Mann  agency  will  be  fonnd  in 
the  British  and  Foreign  State  Papers  for  lH49-'50,  Vol.  50,  254,  Hfilseniann's 
Corres.  A  fictitious  reply,  said  to  have  been  made  by  Mr.  HiUsemann  to 
Mr.  Webster,  was  published  as  a  sort  of  hoax  in  several  papers  in  the 
United  States,  and  was  republished  as  authentic  in  L'Annuaire  de  Lesnr  of 
1851,  in  page  183  of  the  appendix.  See  statement  by  Mr.-  Lawrence,  1  Law- 
rence, Com.  snr  Droit  int.,  204,  that  he  was  informed  by  Mr.  Everett,  who 
succeeded  Mr.  Webster,  that  the  letter  was  a  forgery. 

The  object  of  Mr..  A.  D.  Mann's  mission  to  Hungary  is  thus  stated 
by  Mr.  G.  T.  Curtis :  (2  Curtis'  Life  of  Webster,  633.) 

"In  June,  1849,  President  Taylor  appoiuted  an  agent,  Mr.  A.  Dud- 
ley Mann,  under  secret  instructions,  to  proceed  to  Hungary,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  accurate  information  concerning  the  progress  of 
the  revolution  iu  that  country,  with  a  view  of  acknowledging  her  inde- 
pendence, in  case  of  her  succeeding  in  establishing  a  government  de 
facto  on  a  basis  sufficiently  permanent  in  its  character  to  justify  that 
step  according  to  the  practice  of  our  government  in  similar  cases. 
This  agent,  however,  did  not  enter  Hungary,  or  hold  any  direct  com- 
munication with  her  revolutionary  leaders;  for,  on  his  arrival  in  Europe, 
the  efibrts  of  these  leaders  to  set  up  a  firm  and  stable  government  had 
failed,  in  consequence  of  which  he  reported  to  the  President  against  the 
recognition  of  Hungarian  independence. 

*'In  March,  1850,  the  Senate  having  called  for  a  copy  of  Mr.  Mann's 
*  instructionsy  President  Taylor  sent  a  message  communicating  all  the 
documents  relating  to  this  agency,  and  avowing  it  to  have  been  his  in- 
tention to  have  acknowledged  the  independence  of  Hungary  if  she  had 
succeeded  in  setting  up  such  a  government  as  is  usually  regarded  to 
be  a  government  de  facto.  This  proceeding,  when  it  became  publicly 
known,  was  considered  by  the  Austrian  government  as  offensive,  and 
its  representative  in  Washington,  Mr.  Hiilsemann,  complained  of  it  in 
an  official  letter  addressed  to  Mr.  Clayton,  then  Secretary  of  State.  Mr. 
Clayton  answered  that  Mr.  Mann's  mission  had  no  other  object  than  to 
obtain  reliable  information  as  to  the  true  state  of  Hungarian  affairs  by 
personal  observation.  Instructions  from  the  Austrian  government  to 
Mr.  HtLlsemann  directing  his  reply  to  Mr.  Clayton,  reached  Washing- 
ton at  about  the  time  of  President  Taylor's  death ;  and  when  the  new 
administration  of  President  Fillmore  was  completely  organized,  viz.,  on 
the  30th  of  September,  1850,  this  reply  was  addressed  by  Mr.  Hiilse- 
mann to  Mr.  Webster.  Tbe  duty  was  thus  devolved  upon  Mr.  Webster 
of  vindicating  a  measure  for  which  he  and  President  Fillmore  were  in 
no  way  responsible.  But  Mr.  Webster  had  never  admitted  the  propri- 
ety of  any  discrimination  in  conducting  the  foreign  relations  of  the 
country,  between  the  acts  of  different  administrations,  and,  as  the  tone 
of  Mr.  Hiilsemann's  letter  to  him  was  far  from  being  courteous  or  just 
toward  the  Gtovernment  of  the  United  States,  he  thought  proper  to 
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give  it  an  answer  of  a  very  firm  character,  that  should  thoroughly  vin- 
dicate the  right  of  this  country  to  do  what  had  been  done  or  proposed 
in  the  case  of  Hungary.  •  •  •  The  celebrated  dispatch,  which  is 
commonly  known  as  ^  the  Hiilsemann  letter,'  was  not  finished  and  sent 
to  Mr.  HtQsemann  by  Mr.  Webster  until  the  21st  of  December.   •  •   • 

<<  As  the  authorship  of  this  remarkable  paper  has  sometimes  been 
imputed  to  another  person,  it  may  be  proper  to  give  the  facts 
respecting  its  preparation,  though  they  involve  nothing  more  important 
than  a  question  of  literary  interest.  Mr.  Webster,  as  has  been  stated, 
arrived  at  Marshfield  on  the  9th  of  October,  1850,  where  he  remained  for 
the  space  of  two  weeks.  H^  brought  with  him  the  papers  relating  to 
this  controversy  with  Austria.  Before  he  left  Washington,  he  gave  to 
Mr.  Hunter,  a  gentleman  then  and  still  filling  an  important  post  in  the 
Department  of  State,  verbal  instructions  concerning  some  of  the  points 
which  would  be  required  to  be  touched  on  in  ananswertoMr.HUlsemann's 
letter  of  September  30th,  and  requested  Mr.  Hunter  to  prepare  a  draft 
of  such  an  answer.  This  was  done,  and  Mr.  Hunter's  draft  of  an  answer 
wa«  forwarded  to  Mr.  Webster  at  Marshfield.  On  the  20th  of  October, 
Mr.  Webster,  being  far  from  well,  addressed  a  note  to  Mr.  Everett,  re- 
questing him  also  to  prepare  a  draft  of  a  reply  to  Mr.  Hiilsemann,  at 
the  same  time  sending  to  Mr.  Everett  a  copy  of  Mr.  Hiilsemann's  letter 
and  of  President  Taylor's  message  to  the  Senate  relating  to  Mr.  Mann's 
mission  to  Hungary.  On  the  21st.  Mr.  Webster  went  to  his  farm  in 
Franklin,  New  Hampshire,  where  he  remained  until  the  4th  of  Novem- 
ber. While  there,  he  received  from  Mr.  Everett  a  draft  of  an  answer 
to  Mr.  Hiilsemann,  which  was  written  by  Mr.  Everett  between  the  21st 
and  24th  of  October.    •    •    • 

^^The  facts  are  that  while  at  Franklin,  Mr.  Webster,  with  Mr.  Hunt- 
er's and  Mr.  Everett's  drafts  both  before  him,  went  over  the  whole 
subject,  making  considerable  changes  in  Mr.  Everett's  draft,  striking 
out  entire  paragraphs  with  his  pen,  altering  some  phrases,  and  writing 
new  paragraphs  of  his  own,  but  adopting  Mr.  Everett's  draft  as  the 
basis  of  the  official  paper,  a  purpose  which  he  expressed  to  Mr.  Everett^ 
on  his  return  to  Boston  toward  Washington.  Subsequently,  when  he 
had  arrived  in  Washington,  Mr.  Webster  caused  a  third  draft  to  be 
made  in  the  State  Department  from  Mr.  Everett's  paper  and  his  own 
additions  and  alterations.  On  this  third  draft  he  made  still  other 
changes  and  additions,  and  when  the  whole  was  completed  to  his  own 
satisfaction,  the  official  letter  was  drawn  out  by  a  clerk,  was  submitted 
to  the  President,  and,  being  signed  by  Mr.  Webster,  was  sent  to  Mr. 
HUlsemaun." 

(3)  Sympathy  with  libebal  political  sTBUCKa^LBS. 

§47a. 

^'  Born,  sir,  in  a  land  of  liberty ;  having  early  learned  its  value  ^  having 
engaged  in  a  perilous  conflict  to  defend  it;  having,  in  a  word,  devoted 
the  best  years  of  my  life  to  secure  its  permanent  establishment  in  my 
own  country,  my  anxious  recollections,  my  sympathetic  feelings^  and 
my  best  wishes  are  irresistibly  excited,  whensoever,  in  any  country,  I 
see  an  oppressed  nation  unfurl  the  banners  of  freedom.  But,  above  all, 
the  events  of  the  French  revolution  have  produced  the  deepest  solid- 
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tade,  as  well  as  the  highest  admiration.  To  call  your  uation  brave, 
were  to  pronoanee  but  common  praise.  Wonderful  people!  A.ges  to 
oome  will  read  with  astonishment  the  history  of  your  brilliant  exploits ! 
I  rejoice  that  the  period  of  your  toils  and  of  your  immense  sacri- 
fices is  approaching.  I  rejoice  that  the  interesting  revolutionary  move- 
ments of  so  many  years  have  issued  in  the  formation  of  a  constitution 
designed  to  give  permanency  to  the  great  object  for  which  you  have 
contended.  I  rejoice  that  liberty,  which  you  have  so  long  embraced 
with  enthusiasm;  liberty,  of  which  you  have  been  the  invincible 
offenders,  now  finds  an  asylum  in  the  bosom  of  a  regularly  organized 
Oovemment ;  a  Government  which,  being  formed  to  secure  the  happi- 
ness of  the  French  people,  corresponds  with  the  ardent  wishes  of  my 
heart,  while  it  gratifies  the  pride  of  every  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
by  its  resemblance  to  their  own.  On  these  glorious  events,  accept,  sir, 
my  sincere  congratulations. 

"  In  delivering  to  you  these  sentiments^  I  express  not  my  own  feelings 
only,  but  those  of  my  fellow-citizens,  in  relation  to  the  commencement, 
the  progress,  and  the  issue  of  the  French  rcAolution ;  and  they  will 
cordially  join  with  me  in  purest  wishes  to  the  Supreme  Being,  that  the 
citizens  of  our4(ister  Republic,  our  magnanimous  allies,  may  soon  enjoy 
in  peace  that  liberty  which  they  have  purchased  at  so  great  a  price, 
and  all  the  happiness  which  liberty  can  bestow. 

"  I  receive,  sir,  with  lively  sensibility,  the  symbol  of  the  triumphs 
and  of  the  enfranchisement  of  your  nation,  the  colors  of  France,  which 
you  have  now  presented  to  the  United  States.  The  transaction  will  be 
announced  to  Congress,  and  the  colors  will  be  deposited  with  those 
archives  of  the  United  States  which  are  at  once  the  evidences  and  the 
memorials  of  their  freedom  and  independence.  May  these  be  perpet- 
ual !  and  may  the  friendship  of  the  two  republics  be  commensurate  with 
their  existence." 

Answer  of  President  Washington  to  the  address  of  the  French  minister,  Mr. 
Adety  on  his  presenting  the  colors  of  France  to  the  United  States,  January 
1, 1796.  (2  Wait's  State  Papers,  99.) 

For  papers  as  to  intervention,  in  1823-^,  on  1l>ehalf  of  the  Greeks  in  their  up- 
rising against  Turkey,  see  House  Doc.  No.  363,  18th  Cong.,  1st  sess. ;  5 
Am.  State  Papers  (For.  Bel.),  251,252. 

For  the  attitude  of  this  Government  in  reference  to  Genet  and  his  appeals  for 
support,  see  infra,  $$84, 106. 

As  to  question  of  recognizing  foreign  revolutions,  see  infra,  $$69, 70. 

As  to  expression  of  opinion  in  reference  to  foreign  liberal  movements,  see  i^fra 
56,389. 


"The  war  of  the  Greeks  for  independence  early  attracted  attention  in 
this  country.  Mr.  Dwight,  of  Massachusetts,  on  the  24th  of  December, 
1822,  presented  to  the  House  a  memorial  in  their  favor.  The  senti- 
ment of  the  House  was  against  meddling  with  the  subject,  and  the  me- 
morial was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table. 

"  Early  m  the  next  session  (December  8,  1823),  Mr.  Webster  submit- 
ted to  the  House  a  resolution  that  provision  ought  to  be  made  by  law 
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part  of  the  world  to  which  they  shall  be  able  to  procure  tlie  means  of 
transportation. 

^^It  is  confidently  hoped  that  the  Sublime  Porte  has  not  made,  and 
will  not  make,  any  new  stipulation,  with  any  power,  for  their  further 
detention ;  and  you  are  directed  to  address  yourself  urgently,  though 
respectfully,  to  the  Sublime  Porte  on  this  question. 

"You  will  cause  it  to  be  strongly  represented  that  while  this  Govern- 
ment has  no  desire  or  intention  to  interfere,  in  any  manner,  with  ques- 
tions of  public  policy,  or  international  or  municipal  relations  of  other 
governments,  not  affecting  the  rights  of  its  own  citizens,  and  while  it 
has  entire  confidence  in  the  justice  and  magnanimity  and  dignity  of  the 
Sublime  Porte,  yet  on  a  matter  of  such  universal  interest,  it  hopes  that 
suggestions  proceeding  from  no  other  motives  than  those  of  friendship 
and  respect  for  the  Porte,  a  desire  for  the  continuance  and  perpetuity 
of  its  independence  and  dignified  position  among  the  nations  of  the 
earth,  and  a  sentiment  of  commiseration  for  the  Hungarian  exiles,  may 
be  received  by  the  P^rte  in  the  same  friendly  spirit  in  which  they  are 
offered,  and  that  the  growing  good  feeling  and  increasing  intercourse  be- 
tween the  two  Governments  may  be  still  further  fostered  and  extended, 
by  a  happy  concurrence  of  opinion  and  reciprocity  of  confidence  upon  this 
as  upon  all  other  subjects.  Compliance  with  the  wishes  of  the  Gov- 
ernment and  people  of  the  United  States  in  this  respect  will  be  regarded 
as  a  friendly  recognition  of  their  intercession,  and  as  a  proof  of  national 
good  will  and  regard. 

"  The  course  which  the  Sublime  Porte  pursued  in  refusing  to  allow 
the  Hungarian  exiles  to  be  seized  upon  its  soil  by  the  forces  of  a  for- 
eign state  or  to  arrest  and  deliver  them  up  itself  to  their  pursuers  was 
bailed  with  universal  approbation,  it  might  be  said  with  gratitude, 
everywhere  throughout  the  United  States,  and  this  sentiment  was  not 
the  less  strong  because  the  demand  upon  the  Sublime  Porte  was  made 
by  Governments  confident  in  their  great  military  power,  with  armies  in 
the  field  of  vast  strength,  flushed  with  recent  victory,  and  whose  pur- 
poses were  not  to  be  thwarted  or  their  pursuit  stayed  by  any  obstacle 
less  than  the  interposition  of  an  empire  prepared  to  maintain  the  invi- 
olability of  its  territories  and  its  absolute  sovereignty  over  its  own  soil. 

"  This  Government,  jealous  of  its  own  territorial  rights,  regarded 
with  great  respect  and  hearty  approbation  the  firm  and  lofty  position 
assumed  by  His  Imperial  Majesty  at  that  time,  and  so  proudly  main- 
tained under  circumstances  well  calculated  to  inspire  doubt,  and  against 
demands  urged  with  such  gravity  and  supported  by  so  formidable  an 
array.  His  Imperial  Majesty  felt  that  he  should  be  no  longer  an  inde- 
pendent prince  if  he  consented  to  be  anything  less  than  the  sovereign 
of  his  own  dominions. 

*<  While  thus  regarding  the  political  position  and  conduct  of  the  Sub- 
lime Porte  in  reference  to  other  powers,  His  Majesty's  generosity  in  pro- 
viding for  the  wants  of  the  fugitives,  thus  unexpectedly  and  in  so  great 
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nnmbers  throwing  themselves  upon  his  protection,  is  considered  equally 
worthy  of  admiration. 

•  «••••• 

^'  For  their  attempt  at  independence  they  have  most  dearly  paid,  and 
now,  broken  in  fortane  and  in  heart,  without  home  or  country,  a  band 
of  exiles,  whose  only  future  is  a  tearful  remembrance  of  the  past,  whose 
only  request  is  to  spend  the  remainder  of  their  days  in  obscure  industry, 
they  await  the  permis^sion  of  His  Imperial  Majesty  to  remove  them- 
selves, and  all  that  may  remain  to  them,  across  the  ocean  to  the  uncul- 
tivated regions  of  America,  and  leave  forever  a  continent  which  to  them 
has  become  more  gloomy  than  the  wilderness,  more  lone  and  dreary 
than  the  desert. 

**  The  people  of  the  United  States  expect  from  the  generosity  of  the 
Turkish  monarch  that  this  permission  wiU  be  given.  They  wait  to  receive 
these  exiles  on  their  shores,  where,  without  giving  just  cause  of  uneasi- 
ness to  any  Government,  they  may  enjoy  whatever  of  consolation  can  be 
afforded  by  sympathy  for  their  sufferings  and  that  assistance  in  their 
necessities  which  this  people  have  never  been  late  in  offering  to  any, 
and  which  they  are  not  now  for  the  first  time  called  upon  to  render. 
Accustomed  themselves  to  high  ideas  of  national  independence,  the 
people  of  the  United  States  would  regret  to  see  the  Government  of  the 
vast  empire  of  Turkey  constrained,  by  the  force  of  circumstances,  to 
exercise  the  duty  of  keeping  prisoners  for  other  powers. 

'•  You  will  further  say  to  the  Sublime  Porte  that  if,  as  this  Govern- 
ment hopes  and  believes,  Mr.  Kossuth  and  his  companions  are  allowed 
to  depart  from  the  dominions  of  His  Imperial  Majesty  at  the  expiration 
of  the  year  commencing  in  IV^ay,  1850,  they  will  find  conveyance  to  the 
United  States  in  some  of  its  national  ships  now  in  the  Mediterranean 
Sea  which  can  be  spared  for  that  purpose,  and  you  will,  on  receiving 
assurances  that  these  persons  will  be  permitted  to  embark,  ascertain 
precisely  their  numbers,  and  immediately  give  notice  to  the  commander 
of  the  United  States  squadron  on  that  station,  who  will  receive  orders 
from  the  proper  authorities  to  be  present  with  such  of  the  ships  as  may 
be  necessary  or  can  leave  the  station  to  furnish  conveyance  for  Kossuth 
and  his  companions  to  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Marsh,  Feb.  28, 1851.    MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey. 

^^  On  the  3d  of  March  last  both  houses  of  Congress  passed  a  resolu- 
tion requesting  the  President  to  authorize  the  employment  of  a  public 
vessel  to  convey  to  this  country  Louis  Kossuth  and  his  associates  in 
captivity. 

"The  instruction  above  referred  to  was  complied  with,  and,  the  Turk- 
ish Government  having  released  Governor  Kossuth  and  his  compan- 
ions from  prison,  on  the  10th  of  September  last  they  embarked  on  board 
of  the  United  States  steam  frigate  Mississippi,  which  was  selected  to 
carry  into  effect  the  resolution  of  Congress.    Governor  Kossuth  left  the 
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IMlssissippi  at  Gibraltar  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  visit  to  England, 
and  may  shortly  be  expected  in  New  York.  By  communications  to  the 
Department  of  State  he  has  expressed  his  grateful  acknowledgments 
for  the  interposition  of  this  Government  in  behalf  of  himself  and  his 
associates.  This  country  has  been  justly  regarded  as  a  safe  asylum  for 
those  whom  political  events  have  exiled  from  their  own  homes  in 
Europe,  and  it  is  recommended  to  Congress  to  consider  in  what  manner 
Governor  Kossuth  and  his  companions,  brought  hither  by  its  authority, 
shall  be  received  and  treated." 

President  FillmoTe's  Second  Annual  Message,  1851.    (Mr.  Webster,  Secretary  of 
State). 

As  to  Kossuth's  erratic  performances  on  the  Mississippi  steam  frig- 
ate, when  on  his  way  from  Smyrna  to  the  United  States,  see  House  Ex. 
Doc.  No.  78,  32d  Cong.,  1st  sess.  It  appears  that  he  was  by  no  means 
a  tractable  guest,  and  that  at  every  port  at  which  the  Mississippi 
stopped  he  became  the  object  of  revolutionary  demonstrations,  said  to 
have  been  excited  by  himself.  This  was  particularly  the  case  at  Mar- 
seilles, where  Kossuth  left  the  steamer,  for  the  purpose,  as  he  alleged, 
of  going  direct  to  England,  to  rejoin  the  steamer  afterward  when  at 
Gibraltar.  At  Marseilles  he  was  the  centner  of  great  commotion,  which, 
in  the  excitement  under  which  he  was  laboring,  he  fomented,  and  per- 
mission was  refused  him  to  pass  through  France.  He,  therefore,  after 
what  was  almost,  according  to  the  report  of  Mr.  Hodge,  consul  at  Mar- 
seilles, a  mob  valedictory  at  Marseilles,  returned  to  the  Mississippi. 

^<  It  was  on  the  last  day  of  the  year  that  a  formal  presentation  of  M. 
Kossuth  to  the  President  by  Mr.  Webster  took  place.  On  that  occasion 
the  reply  of  Mr.  Fillmore  to  M.  Kossuth's  address,  while  it  was  ex- 
tremely courteous  and  sympathetic,  was  yet  perfectly  explicit  in  declar- 
ing that  the  Government  could  lend  no  sanction  to  measures  whose 
design  was  to  foster  and  aid  a  revolutionary  movement  against  a 
friendly  power.  That  declaration  was  made  under  circumstances  which 
I  will  presently  describe,  and  which  were  well  calculated  to  render  M. 
Kossuth  uncomfortable,  and,  so  far  as  he  was  open  to  such  an  emotion, 
to  add  self-reproach  to  his  great  disappointment. 

^'  Accordingly,  M.  Kossuth  was  in  no  amiable  mood  during  his  visit 
to  Washington.  He  was  reserved  and  moody,  and  received  the  atten- 
tions that  were  lavished  upon  him  with  a  distrait  and  dissatisfied  air, 
and  with  a  scant  return  of  courtesy.  It  so  happened  that  I  chanced  to 
make  my  New  Year's  call  on  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Webster  at  the  moment  that 
M.  Kossuth  and  his  party  entered.  He  stood  apart  from  the  few  guests 
that  were  then  present,  and  his  whole  bearing  threw  a  chill  and  restraint 
over  the  circle.  I  remarked  to  Mrs.  Webster  that  her  illustrious  guest 
seemed  to  be  in  an  unsocial  mood,  and  she  replied  that  when  she  had 
attempted  to  open  conversation  with  him  by  remarking  upon  the  bright- 
ness of  the  day,  he  replied  that  he  took  no  interest  in  the  weather — 
that  his  mind  was  absorbed  in  painful  thoughts  about  his  country — and 
the  conversation,  naturally  enough,  proceeded  no  further. 

^<  I  think  it  was  on  the  following  day  that  the  President  gave  a  dinner 
to  M.  Kossuth,  to  which  General  Scott  and  the  Cabinet  and  a  few  other 
public  men,  and  to  which  also  I  and  my  wife  were  invited.  As  we  were 
about  to  proceed  to  the  reception-room  we  encountered  Mr.  and  Mrs, 
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Webster,  and  at  the  suggestion  of  the  latter  Mrs.  Webster  took  my  arm 
and  he  gave  his  own  to  my  wife.  As  we  were  about  to  move  in  this  or- 
der, a  servant  announced  that  M.  Kossuth  was  immediately  behind  us, 
whereupon  Mr.  Webster  turned  to  welcome  him,  announcing  to  his  wife 
at  the  same  moment — against  her  remonstrances,  for  she  felt  that  he 
bad  been  rude  to  her — that  we  must  change  '  the  order  of  our  going,' 
and  that  she  must  take  M.  Kossuth's  arm.  During  and  after  dinner  the 
bearing  of  the  guest,  in  behalf  of  whom  the  banquet  had  been  given, 
was  stately  and  constrained.  It  was  evident  that  he  felt  sore  and 
angry.  He  stood  apart  after  dinner,  in  a  manner  which  repelled  at- 
tempts to  enter  into  conversation  with  him.  His  whole  appearance, 
alike  by  his  picturesque  costume  and  his  attitude  and  expression,  sug- 
gested a  moody  Hamlet,  whom  neither  man  nor  woman  pleased.  After 
a  vain  attempt  to  engage  him  in  conversation  on  Hungarian  topics,  I 
asked  Mr.  Fillmore  what  had  happened  to  his  illustrious  guest  to  have 
thrown  him  into  such  an  evidently  ungenial  state  of  feeling.  He  said 
it  was  in  consequence  of  what  had  occurred  at  his  ])re6entation.  Mr. 
Fillmore  told  me  that  there  had  been  an  explicit  understanding  with 
M.  Kossuth,  through  his  secretary,  that  there  was  to  be  no  allusion  in 
bis  speech,  upon  being  presented,  to  the  subject  of  aid  or  intervention 
on  the  part  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  in  behalf  of  the 
party  in  Hungary  that  aimed  to  secure  its  independence  of  Austria,  and 
that  he  had  prepared  his  reply  on  the  assumption  that  such  would  be 
the  character  of  the  address.  His  surprise  was  therefoi%  great  when 
M.  Kossuth  in  his  address  invoked  that  aid,  and  expressed  the  hope 
that  it  would  be  given.  The  President  was  compelled,  on  the  spur  of 
the  moment,  to  omit  what  he  had  prepared  to  say,  and  to  declare  to 
him,  with  perfect  courtesy,  but  with  equal  explicitness,  that  nothing 
like  sanction,  much  less  material  aid,  for  the  cause  of  the  independence 
of  Hungary  could  be  given  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 
The  reply  was  admirable,  and  could  not  have  been  improved  had  Mr. 
Fillmore  anticipated  the  tenor  of  Kossuth's  address  and  prepared  his 
answer.  It  was  courteous,  yet  extremely  dignified  and  decided.  In- 
deed, it  may  be  regarded  as  fortunate  that  an  occasion  so  conspicuous 
occurred  for  proclaiming  at  home  and  to  foreign  states  that  the  policy 
of  the  Government  was  then,  as  it  had  always  been,  that  of  absolute 
non-intervention  in  the  affairs  of  European  nations. 

'^  Mr.  Webster,  who  presented  M.  Kossuth  to  the  President,  wrote  on 
the  same  day  to  a  friend  that  ^  Mr.  Fillmore  received  him  with  great 
propriety,  and  his  address  was  all  right — sympathy,  personal  respect, 
and  kindness,  but  no  departure  from  our  established  policy.'  I  inferred 
from  Mr.  Fillmore's  animated  description  of  the  scene  that  he  regarded 
it  as  an  unfair  attempt  to  entrap  him  into  some  expression  or  some 
omission  which  might  seem  to  countenance  M .  Kossuth's  cherished  hope 
of  inducing  the  Government  to  give  both  its  moral  and  material  aid  to 
renew  the  struggle  for  Hungarian  independence.  It  is  not  strange  that 
he  should  have  passionately  desired  such  a  result ;  but  it  was  a  singular 
delusion  to  suppose  it  possible  that  our  Government  would  enter  ui)on 
the  quixotic  career  of  making  the  United  States  the  armed  champion  of 
£uroi)ean  nationalities  struggling  for  liberty  and  independence. 

"At  the  Congressional  dinner  given  to  M.  Kossuth  his  reception  was 
most  enthusiastic.  In  common  with  all  the  audience,  I  was  completely 
entranced  by  his  singularly  captivating  eloquence.  I  was  assigned  a 
seat  next  to  Mr.  Seward,  and  his  demonstrations  of  applause  by  hands 
and  feet  and  voice  were  eitcessive.    The  '  Hungarian  Whirlwind'  cer* 
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tainly  carried  away  everything  on  that  occasion,  and  mingled  all  par- 
ties into  one  confased  mass  of  admirers  prostrate  at  Kossnth's  feet. 
The  speech  seemed  to  me  wanting  in  no  element  of  a  consummate  mas- 
terpiece of  eloqaeuce.  The  oratoPs  picturesqne  appearance,  his  archaic 
English  style,  his  vibrant  and  thrilling  voice,  and  his  skillfully  selected 
and  arranged  topics,  all  concarred  in  the  production  of  an  effect  upon 
his  audience  such  as  I  have  never  seen  surpassed.  As  addressed  to 
American  statesmen,  it  exhibited,  what  was  very  rare  among  foreigners, 
a  perfect  understanding  of  our  Government,  as  the  union  of  separate 
states  with  their  autonomy  in  a  given  sphere,  under  a  general  consti- 
tution. His  eulogium  of  this  arrangement,  and  his  description  of  its 
adaptation  and  its  probable  adoption  by  various  nationalities  in  Europe, 
was  very  skillful.  The  union  of  Germany  in  one  empire  may  be  re- 
garded by  some  as  the  first  step  toward  that  confederated  G^nnan 
republic  which  he  foretold. 

^'  It  was  doubtful  up  to  the  last  moment  before  Mr.  Webster's  appear- 
ance whether  he  would  come  and  make  a  speech  on  that  occasion.  *  *  * 

''The  speech  which  Mr.  Webster  made,  as  we  now  read  it,  seems  very 
ftppropriate  to  the  occasion  and  to  his  own  position;  but  his  manner 
was  constrained,  and  after  the  high  pitch  of  enthusiasm  to  which  the 
audience  had  been  wrought  up,  it  fell  rather  heavily  upon  them,  and 
did  not  give  that  measare  of  encomium  of  M.  Kossath  which  their  feel- 
ings at  the  moment  craved.  But  Mr.  Webster  S]:>oke  to  an  audience, 
many  of  wh6m  were  bitter  political  foes  or  alienated  friends,  and  his 
recent  experience  iii  connection  with  M.  Kossath,  while  it  had  not 
diminished  his  admiration  of  his  brilliant  ability,  had  convinced  him 
that,  though  matchless  as  an  orator,  he  was  no  statesman.  Moreover, 
his  position  as  Secretary  of  State  made  it  incumbent  apon  him  to  speak 
with  great  caution.  If  there  was  an  intention  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Seward 
to  entrap  Mr.  Webster  into  any  compromising  declarations  by  which 
his  inflaence  or  his  pros^pects  might  be  injured,  it  was  not  successful. 
The  speech  might  not  be  vehemently  admired;  it  could  not  justly  be 
condemned." 

Dr.  C.  M.  Butler's  reminiscences  of  Mr.  Webster. 

^^The  progress  of  things  is  unquestionably  onward.  It  is  onward 
with  respect  to  Hungary;  it  is  onward  everywhere.  Public  opinion, 
in  my  estimation  at  least,  is  making  great  progress.  It  will  penetrate 
all  resources;  it  will  come  more  or  less  to  animate  all  minds;  and,  in 
respect  to  that  country  for  which  our  sympathies  to-night  have  been  so 
strongly  invoked,  I  cannot  but  say  that  I  think  the  people  of  Hungary 
are  an  enlightened,  industrious,  sober,  well-inclined  community,  and  I 
wish  only  to  add  that  1  do  not  now  enter  into  any  discussion  of  the 
fonn  of  government  that  may  be  proper  for  Hungary.  Of  course,  all 
of  you,  like  myself,  would  be  glad  to  see  her,  when  she  becomes  inde- 
pendent, embrace  that  system  of  government  which  is  most  acceptable 
to  ourselves.  We  shall  rejoice  to  see  our  American  model  upon  the 
Lower  Danube  and  on  the  mountains  of  Hungary.  But  this  is  not  the 
first  step.  It  is  not  that  which  will  be  our  first  prayer  for  Hungary. 
That  first  prayer  shall  be  that  Hungary  may  become  independent  of  idl 
foreign  powers;  that  her  destinies  may  be  intrusted  to  her  own  hands 
and  to  her  own  discretion.  I  do  not  profess  to  understand  the  social 
relations  and  connections  of  races  and  of  twenty  other  things  that  may 
affect  the  public  institutions  of  Hungary.  All  I  say  is  that  Hungary 
can  regulate  these  matters  for  herself  infinitely  better  than  they  can  be 
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regulated  for  lier  by  Austria;  and,  therefore,  I  limit  my  aspirations  for 
Huugary,  for  the  present,  to  that  single  and  simple  point — Hungarian 
independence,  Hungarian  self-government,  Hungarian  control  of  Hun- 
42:arian  destinies." 

Mr.  Webster's  Speech  at  Kossnth  Banquet,  Jan.  7, 1B52;  2  Curtis'sLife  of  Web- 
ster, p.  578. 

''After  the  disastrous  termination  of  the  Hungarian  campaign,  1849, 
Kossuth,  with  four  thousand  of  his  companions,  Poles  and  Hungarians, 
fled  from  Hungary,  and  found  safety  at  Ghoumla,  in  the  dominions  of  the 
•Sultan  of  Turkey.  Others,  who  bad  taken  refuge  at  Widdin,  in  Bul- 
garia, confiding  in  the  amnesty  offered  them  by  the  Austrian  general 
sent  there  for  that  purpose,  returned  into  Hungary  only  to  meet  with 
•death  in  the  most  ignominious  form. 

"The  exciting  stru^^gle  between  Hungary  and  Austria  had  been 
watched  with  close  attention  by  the  people  of  this  country,  and  the 
Government  had  manifested  its  interest  through  the  attempt  on  the 
part  of  the  charg6  d'affaires  of  the  United  States,  at  Vienna,  in  1848, 
*'  to  open  the  door  of  reconciliation  between  the  opposing  parties,'  which 
course  received,  as  was  stated  by  Mr.  Buchanan,  then  Secretary  of 
State,  the  entire  approval  of  the  President.  Soon  after,  a  special  and 
^confidential  agent  was  authorized  by  President  Taylor  to  obtain  minute 
and  reliable  information  in  regard  to  Hungary,  and  invested  with  full 
I)Ower  to  conclude  and  sign  a  treaty  with  her  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States. 

"Public  meetings  were  held  to  give  expression  to  the  general  sym- 
pathy, and  it  was  ofi&cially  stated  by  this  Department,  that  this  Gov- 
ernment, in  the  event  of  the  recognition  of  her  independence,  would  be 
most  happy  to  enter  into  commercial  as  well  as  diplomatic  relations 
with  independent  Hungary. 

^'And  when  the  conflict  was  Anally  determined,  the  deepest  interest 
was  felt  among  the  people  of  the  United  States  in  the  fate  of  Kossuth 
and  his  compatriots  who  had  sought  an  asylum  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  Ottoman  Empire.  The  diplomatic  agent  of  the  United  States 
was  instructed  by  Mr.  Clayton,  in  January,  1850,  to  intercede  with  the 
Sultan  in  their  behalf,  and  it  was  suggested  that  the  President  would 
be  gratified  if  they  could  find  a  retreat  under  the  American  flsig ;  and  it 
was  added  that  their  safe  conveyance  to  this  country  by  any  one  of  our 
national  ships  would  be  hailed  with  lively  satisfaction  by  the  American 
people.  Various  obstacles  interposed  to  prevent  the  immediate  fulfill- 
ment of  this  design.  Finally,  in  February,  1861 ,  Mr.  Webster,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  President,  instructed  Mr.  Marsh  to  assure  the  Sultan  that  if 
Kossuth  and  his  companions  were  allowed  to  depart  from  the  dominions 
of  His  Imperial  Majesty  at  the  expiration  of  the  year  commencing  in 
May,  1850,  for  which  period  he  had  promised  the  Austrian  Government 
to  detain  them,  that  they  would  find  conveyance  to  the  United  States 
in  some  of  its  national  ships  then  in  the  Mediterranean  Sea.    In  Sep- 
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tember  of  the  same  year,  Kossatb,  and  so  many  of  his  companions  a» 
could  conveniently  be  received  on  board  the  United  States  steamship 
Mississippi,  embarked  for  the  United  States.  The  original  number  of 
the  refugees  was  mnch  diminished  during  their  stay  in  Turkey;  a  large 
number  escaped  through  the  connivance  of  the  Turkish  authorities,  and 
made  their  way  by  means  of  passports  or  official  certificates,  given  by 
the  United  States  agents,  to  diflferent  parts  of  Europe,  and  even  to  the 
United  States,  some  returned  to  Hungary,  and  many  arrived  in  Con- 
stantinople. •  •  •  Their  necessities  compelled  the  legation  and  the 
consulate  of  the  United  States — the  lattor  then  and  for  a  considerable 
period  previously  in  charge  of  the  memorialist — to  contribute,  as  it  i* 
alleged  by  both,  to  their  relief  to  an  extent  which,  as  stated  by  Mr. 
Marsh,  was  a  serious  embarrassment  to  him.  He  was  aware  that  he 
could  not  lawfully  claim  any  allowance  for  this  expenditure  in  his  ac 
count  with  the  contingent  fund,  but  the  action  of  the  Government  and 
the  expression  of  public  sympathy  in  America  had  put  him  in  a  position 
which  absolutely  compelled  him  to  go  much  beyond  his  means  in  sup- 
plying the  wants  of  these  suffering  outcasts." 

Mr.  Marcy,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mason,  Chairman  of  Committee  on  Foreigii> 
Relations,  U.  S.  Senate,  July  25, 1854.    M8S.  Report  Book. 

As  to  intervention  in  Eoezta's  case,  see  infra  %  198;  Sen.  Ex.  Doo.  No.  1,  33d 
Cong.,  Ist  sess. ;  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  40, 53,  id, 

(5)  Mediation. 
§49. 

President  J.  Q.  Adams's  message  of  May  21, 1828,  giving  correspond- 
ence in  reference  to  mediation  between  Spain  and  the  Spanish  American 
colonies,  is  contained  in  Honse  Doc.  No.  497,  20th  Gong.,  1st  sess.,  & 
Am.  State  Papers  (For.  Eel.),  1006. 

In  a  report  of  Mr.  Clay,  Secretary  of  State,  March  29, 1826,  addressed 
to  the  President,  and  by  him  sent  to  Congress,  it  is  stated  that  '^the 
United  States  have  contracted  no  engagement,  nor  made  any  pledge,  ta 
tiie  Governments  of  Mexico  and  Soath  America,  or  to  either  of  them^ 
that  the  United  States  would  not  permit  the  interference  of  any  foreign 
powers  with  the  independence  or  form  of  government  of  those  nations  ^ 
nor  have  any  instrnctions  been  issued,  authorizing  any  such  engage- 
ment or  pledge.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  message  of  the  late  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  of  the  2d  December,  1823,  is  adverted  to  ia 
the  extracts  now  furnished  from  the  instructions  to  Mr.  Poinsett,  and 
that  he  is  directed  to  impress  its  principles  upon  the  Government  of  the 
united  Mexican  States. 

'<A11  apprehensions  of  the  danger,  to  which  Mr.  Monroe  alludes,  of 
an  interference  by  the  allied  powers  of  Europe,  to  introduce  their  polit- 
ical systems  into  this  hemisphere,  have  ceased.*  If,  indeed,  an  attempt 
by  force  had  been  made,  by  allied  Europe,  to  subvert  the  liberties  of  the 
southern  nations  on  this  continent,  and  to  erect,  upon  the  ruins  of  their 
free  institutions,  monarchical  systems,  the  people  of  the  United  States^ 
would  have  stood  pledged,  in  the  opinion  of  their  Executive,  not  to  any 
foreign  state,  but  to  themselves  and  to  their  posterity,  by  their  dearest 
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iDterests  and  highest  duties,  to  resist  to  the  utmost  such  attempt^  and 
it  is  to  a  pledge  of  that  character  that  Mr.  Poinsett  alone  refers." 

See  Britiah  and  ForeigD  State  Papers  (1825-'6),  Vol.  13,  p.  484. 

*'  On  the  part  of  France  the  mediation  (that  of  Great  Britain  in  1835, 
as  to  the  non-performance  of  the  French  spoliation  treaty)  was  publicly 
accepted  before  the  offer  of  it  could  be  received  here.  Whilst  each  of 
the  two  Governments  has  thus  discovered  a  just  solicitude  to  resort  to 
all  honorable  means  of  adjusting  amicably  the  controversy  between 
them,  it  is  a  matter  of  congratulation  that  the  mediation  has  been  ren- 
dered unnecessary.  Under  such  circumstances  the  anticipation  may  be 
confidently  indulged,  that  the  disagreement  between  the  United  States 
and  France  will  not  have  produced  more  than  a  temporary  estrange- 
ment. •  •  •  Of  the  elevated  and  disinterested  part  the  Gk)vernment 
of  Great  Britain  has  acted,  and  was  prepared  to  act,  I  have  already  had 
occasion  to  express  my  high  sense." 

PiesideDt  J  ackBon's  Message  of  Feb.  23,  1&36,    See  infra,  $  318. 

The  papers  relative  to  British  mediation  for  the  settlement  of  differences  be- 
tween France  and  the  United  States,  respecting  the  convention  of  claims  of 
1831,  wiU  be  found  in  the  British  and  Foreign  State  Papers  for  1835-^6,  Vol. 
24,1104,1155,1156.  See  also  same  work  for  1833-'4,  Vol.*  22,  595,  964.  See 
fhrther  as  to  the  controversy  as  to  these  claims  between  France  and  the 
United  States,  infra  $$  148, 228, 316, 318. 

<*  It  has  never  been  the  purpose  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  to  interpose,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  the  affairs  of  the  states  of 
Central  America,  with  a  view  to  settle  the  controversies  between  them 
by  any  influence  whatsoever  exercised  by  this  Government,  without  their 
request  or  free  consent.  The  mediation  and  friendly  offices  of  this  Gov- 
ernment have  been  solicited,  and  this  request  has  been  complied  with 
and  nothing  more.  Not  a  step  has  been  taken  to  coerce  either  of  those 
Governments  into  any  measure  not  satisfactory  to  itself.  These  Repub- 
lics are  small,  and  in  a  great  degree  powerless,  but  we  respect  the  na- 
tional character  and  independence  of  each.  And  although  it  is  to  be 
deeply  regretted  that,  for  national  purposes,  they  are  not  united  in  some 
form  of  confederacy,  yet,  whilst  things  remain  as  they  now  are,  we  are 
to  treat  with  each  of  them  as  a  separate  and  independent  state.'' 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  the  President,  Aag.  12, 1852.    MSS.  Report  Book. 

'*  Our  minister  to  China,  in  obedience  to  his  instructions,  has  remained 
perfectly  neutral  in  the  war  between  Great  Britain  and  France  and  the 
Obinese  Empire,  although  in  conjunction  with  the  Bussian  minister,  he 
was  ever  ready  and  willing,  had  the  opportunity  offered,  to  employ  his 
good  offices  in  restoring  peace  between  the  parties.  It  is  but  an  act  of 
simple  justice,  both  to  our  present  minister  and  his  predecessor,  to  state 
that  they  have  proved  fully  equal  to  the  delicate,  trying,  and  responsi- 
ble x>o8itions  in  which  they  have  on  different  occasions  been  placed." 

President  Bnchanan's  Fourth  Annual  Message,  1860. 
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'^  In  1853  this  Government,  together  with  those  of  Great  Britain  and 
France,  through  their  diplomatic  representatives,  concluded  important 
treaties  of  friendship,  commerce,  and  free  flavial  navigation  with  the  de 
/octoGovemmentof  the  ArgentineConfederation.  Those  treaties  opened 
to  all  the  riparian  states  the  commeroial  opportunities  and  advantages 
which,  hitherto,  had  been  exclusively  controlled  and  enjoyed  by  Buenos 
Ayres.  Dissatisfied  with  a  policy  which  removed  the  barriers  she  had 
set  up  to  confine  trade  to  her  own  capital,  and  blind  to  the  fact  that, 
seated  as  she  was  at  the  common  door  through  which  alike  must  pass 
the  trade  and  travel  to  and  from  the  regions  of  the  Salado,  the  Para- 
guay, and  the  Uruguay,  every  ves^l  which  sailed  up  and  down  those 
rivers  would  pour  tribute  into  her  lap,  she  formally  protested  against 
the  execution  of  the  treaties  of  commerce  and  free  navigation,  and  with- 
drew from  the  sisterhood  of  which  she  was  naturally  and  politically  a 
member. 

^^  Under  these  circumstances  there  was  bat  one  consistent  coarse  to 
be  parsued  by  those  Governments  which  had  entered  into  treaty  stipa- 
lations  with  the  confederation.  That  was  to  discountenance  the  selfish 
and  illiberal  policy  of  Buenos  Ayres,  and  to  bestow  the  moral  weight  and 
influence  of  diplomatic  relations  upon  the  Gk)vemment  which  had  been 
prompt  to  recognize  the  liberal  commercial  principles  of  the  age." 

Mr.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lamar,  Oct.  '^3,  1857.    M6S.  Inst ,  Arg.  Rep. 

^'  The  United  States  stand  as  the  great  American  power  to  which,  as 
their  natural  ally  and  friend,  they  (the  South  America  nations)  will 
always  be  disposed  first  to  look  for  mediation  and  assistance,  in  the 
event  of  any  collision  between  them  and  any  European  nation.  Ab 
such  we  may  often  kindly  mediate  in  their  behalf  without  entangling 
ourselves  in  foreign  wars  or  unnecessary  controversies.  Whenever  the 
faith  of  our  treaties  with  any  of  them  shall  require  our  interference,  we 
must  necessarily  interpose." 

PreeideDt  Taylor's  First  Annual  Message,  1849. 

^<  The  fact  that  the  national  attachment  of  this  country  to  France  is 
so  pure  and  so  elevated,  constitutes  just  the  reason  why  it  could  be 
more  easily  supplanted  by  national  insult  or  ipjustice  than  our  attach- 
ment to  any  other  foreign  state  could  be.  It  is  a  chivalrous  sentiment, 
and  it  must  be  preserved  by  chivalrous  conduct  and  bearing  on  both 
sides.  I  deduce  from  the  two  positions  which  I  have  presented  a  con- 
clusion which  has  the  most  solemn  interest  for  both  parties,  namely, 
that  any  attempt  at  dictation — much  more  any  aggression  committed 
by  the  Government  of  France  against  the  United  States — would  more 
certainly  and  effectively  rouse  the  American  people  to  an  attitude  of 
determined  resistance  than  a  similar  affront  or  injury  committed  by  any 
other  power.  There  is  reason  to  believe  that  interested  sympathizers 
with  the  insurrection  in  this  country  have  reported  to  the  French  Crov- 
emment  that  it  wonld  find  a  party  here  disposed  to  accept  its  media- 
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tioQ  or  iDterventioD.  I  auderstaod  that  they  reckon  upon  a*  supposed 
sympathy  between  our  democratic  citizens  and  the  French  Government. 
It  may  as  well  be  understood  as  soon  as  possible  that  we  have  no  dem- 
ocrats  who  do  not  cherish  the  independence  of  our  country  as  the  frst 
element  of  democratic  faith,  while,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  partiality  for 
France  that  makes  us  willingly  shut  our  eyes  to  the  fact  that  that  great 
nation  is  only  advancing  towards,  instead  of  having  reached,  the  dem- 
ocratic condition  which  attracts  us  in  some  other  countries." 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dayton,  Dec.  29,  1862;  MSS.  lD8t.,FraDce; 

Dip.  Corr..  1863. 
On  the  subject  of  foreign  mediation  in  the  late  civil  war,  see  Senate  £x.  Doc* 

No.  38,  39th  Cong.,  3d  Sess. ;  Brit,  and  For.  State  Papers  for  1864-'o,  vol. 

55 ;  3  PhiU.  Int.  Law  (3d  ed.),  11. 

In  the  wars  between  Spain  and  certain  South  American  Republics 
in  1865-'6,  the  United  States  "  seeks  the  friendship  of  neither  at  the  cost 
of  unfairness  or  concealment  in  its  communications  to  the  other.  We 
have  tendered  our  good  offices  to  each.  They  have  not  been  accepted. 
We  have  concurred  in  a  suggestion  that  the  merits  of  these  unhappy 
contests  should  be  referred  to  the  Emperor  of  Eussia.  We  are  quite 
willing  to  see  Oreat  Britain  and  France  undertake  the  task  of  media- 
tors. We  will  favor  that  or  other  mediations  the  parties  may  be  in- 
clined to  adopt.  We  seek  no  acknowledgments  or  concessions  from 
either  party  as  an  equivalent  for  impartiality  and  friendship." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hale,  Oct.  27,  1866;  MSS.  Inst.,  Spain.  See 
same  to  same,  Dec.  20, 1866,  inclosing  mediating  action  of  Hoase  of  Repre- 
sentatives, and  making  specific  proposals  of  mediation  ;  and  see  also  same 
to  same,  Feb.  25,  1867,  Ang.  27,  1868. 

Undue  diplomatic  pressure  upon  two  South  American  belligerents 
to  secure  their  acceptance  of  the  good  offices  of  the  United  States  as  a 
mediator  is  to  be  discountenanced. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Asboth,  Buenos  Ayres,  April  1, 1867 ;  MSS. 
Inst.,  Arg.  Rep. 

"  We  were  asked  by  the  new  Government  to  use  our  good  offices, 
jointly  with  those  of  European  powers,  in  the  interests  of  peace.  An- 
swer was  made  that  the  established  policy  and  the  true  interests  of 
the  United  States  forbade  them  to  interfere  in  European  questions 
jointly  with  European  powers.  I  ascertained,  informally  and  unoffi- 
cially, that  the  Government  of  North  Germany  was  not  then  disposed  to 
listen  to  such  representations  from  any  power,  and  though  earnestly 
wishing  to  see  the  blessings  of  peace  restored  to  the  belligerents,  with 
all  of  whom  the  United  States  are  on  terms  of  friendship,  I  declined,  on 
the  part  of  this  Government,  to  take  a  step  which  could  only  result  in 
injury  to  our  true  interests,  without  advancing  the  object  for  which  our 
intervention  was  invoked.  Should  the  time  come  when  the  action  of 
the  United  States  can  hasten  the  return  of  peace,  by  a  single  hour,  that 
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action  will  be  heartily  taken.  I  deemed  it  prudent,  in  view  of  the  num- 
ber of  persons  of  German  and  French  birth  living  in  the  United  States, 
to  issue,  soon  after  official  notice  of  a  state  of  war  had  been  received 
ftt)m  both  belligerents,  a  proclamation,  defining  the  duties  of  the  United 
States  as  a  neutral  and  the  obligations  of  persons  residing  within  their 
territory,  to  observe  their  laws  and  the  laws  of  nations.  This  procla- 
mation was  followed  by  others,  as  circumstances  seemed  to  call  fpr 
them.  The  people,  thus  acquainted,  in  advance  of  their  duties  and  ob- 
ligations, have  assisted  in  preventing  violations  of  the  neutrality  of  the 
United  States.'' 

President  Grant's  Second  Annual  Message,  1870.     See  ivfra,  $  105. 

On  application  of  the  Oerman  Government,  the  United  States  lega- 
tion in  China  was  instructed  in  1870  to  use  its  good  offices  to  aid  Ger- 
many in  securing  from  China  the  use  of  the  island  of  Kulangsen  as  a 
coaling  station,  not  seeking,  however,  to  acquire  the  sovereignty 
thereof. 

Mr.  Fish,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Low,  May  26,  lb70 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

<«  Washbume  telegraphs  that  France  requests  United  States  to  join 
other  powers  in  effort  for  peace.  Uniform  policy  and  true  interest  of 
United  States  not  to  join  European  powers  in  interference  in  European 
questions.  President  strongly  desires  to  see  war  arrested  and  bless- 
ings of  peace  restored.  If  Germany  also  desires  to  have  good  offices 
of  United  States  interposed,  President  will  be  glad  to  contribute  all 
aid  in  his  power  to  secure  restoration  of  p^ace  between  the  two  great 
powers  now  at  war,  and  with  whom  United  States  has  so  many  tradi- 
tions of  friendship.  Ascertain  if  North  Germany  desires  such  offices, 
but  without  making  the  tender  thereof  unless  assured  they  will  be  ac- 
cepted.^' 

Mr.  Fish,  See.  of  State,  telegram  to  Mr.  Bancroft,  Sept.  9,  1870 ;  MSS.  Inst., 
Germ. ;  For.  Eel.,  1870. 

^^  The  reasons  which  yon  present  against  an  American  intervention 
between  France  and  Germany  are  substantially  among  the  considera- 
tions which  determined  the  President  in  the  course  and  policy  indicated 
to  yon  in  the  cable  dispatches  from  this  office  on  the  9th  instant,  and  in 
rejecting  all  idea  of  mediation  unless  upon  the  joint  request  of  both  of 
the  warring  powers. 

"  It  continues  to  be  the  hope  of  the  President,  as  it  is  the  interest  of 
the  people  of  this  country,  that  the  unhappy  war  in  which  France  and 
l^orth  Germany  are  engaged  should  find  an  early  end. 

''  This  Government  will  not  express  any  opinion  as  to  the  terms  or 
conditions  upon  which  a  peace  may  or  should  be  established  between 
two  Governments  equally  sharing  its  friendship,  but  it  is  hoped  that  the 
prolongation  of  the  war  may  not  find  its  cause  either  in  extreme  demands 
on  the  one  side,  or  extreme  sensitiveness  on  the  other  side. 
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^'  So  far  as  you  can  consistently  and  without  my  official  interposition 
of  advice  or  of  counsel,  it  is  hoped  that  you  will  lose  no  proper  oppor- 
tunity to  indicate  the  wishes  and  hopes  of  the  President  and  of  the 
American  people  as  above  represented,  and  to  contribute  what  you  may 
to  the  presentation  of  such  terms  of  peace  as  befit  the  greatness  and  the 
power  which  North  Germany  has  manifested,  and  as  shall  not  be  humil- 
iating or  derogatory  to  the  pride  of  the  great  people  who  were  our 
•earliest  and  fast  ally." 

Mr.  Fiah,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Washbnme,  Sept.  30,  1870 ;  ^SS.  Inst.,  France ; 
For.  Eel.,  1870. 

"  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  note  to  this 
Department,  dated  the  8th  instant,  in  which  you  refer  to  previous  cor- 
Tespondence  in  reference  to  the  inquiry  you  made  in  June  last,  by  direc- 
tion of  the  Marquis  of  Salisbury,  as  to  whether  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  would  be  disposed  to  join  Great  Britain  and  Germany 
in  offering  their  mediation  with  a  view  of  concluding  the  war  between 
<3hili  and  Peru.  You  also  mention  the  reply  of  this  Government  to 
that  proposal,  expressiug  its  readiness  to  assist  in  the  restoration  of 
peace  between  the  belligerents  whenever  its  good  offices  might  be  use- 
fully proffered,  but  not  favoring  a  premature  effort  nor  an  effort  in  com- 
bination with  other  neutral  powers  which  would  carry  the  impression 
of  dictation  or  coercion  in  disparagement  of  belligerent  rights. 

<^  You  say,  furthermore,  that  you  have  recently  observed  statements 
in  American  newspapers  to  the  effect  that  this  Government  has  in- 
strncted  its  ministers  at  Lima  and  Santiago  de  Ohili  to  tender  the  good 
offices  of  the  United  States  to  secure  an  honorable  settlement  of  the 
difficulties  between  the  belligerent  Governments,  whenever  they  shall 
intimate  that  such  friendly  services  will  be  accepted  with  that  end  in 
view,  and  you  express  the  hope  that  I  will  think  myself  justified  in  ac- 
-quainting  yon,  for  the  information  of  Her  Majesty's  Government,  as  to 
whether  the  newspaper  stat^ements  to  which  you  refer  are  founded  on 
fact,  and  whether  the  hope  may  be  entertained  that  the  steps  thus  re- 
ported to  have  been  taken  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
may  lead  to  the  conclusion  of  peace  betyreen  the  Republics  of  Chili  and 
Peru. 

"  In  reply,  I  have  to  say  that  I  have  delayed  answering  your  note 
above  mentioned,  which  was  brought  to  my  notice  on  my  return  to 
Washington,  on  the  16th  instant,  until  I  could  examine  the  correspond- 
ence with  the  several  ministers  at  Peru,  Chili,  and  Bolivia,  which  had 
taken  place  during  my  absence. 

"  The  statements  in  the  newspapers  to  which  you  refer,  have  not  specif- 
ically attracted  my  attention.  I  am  able  to  say,  however,  that  our  min- 
isters have  given  and  are  giving  attention  to  the  wishes  of  this  Govern- 
ment to  proffer  its  good  offices  in  favor  of  peace  at  the  earliest  indication 
of  the  readiness  of  the  belligerents  to  consider  such  good  offices  accept- 

4kble.  ^^ 
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"This  purpose  this  Government  will  not  "{ail  to  parsue,  and  witb 
good  hopes  that  the  events  of  the  war  may  soon  dispose  all  the  bellig- 
erents to  desire  its  honorable  conclasion.  It  would  be  premature  to 
anticipate  an  Immediate  opportunity  for  a  definite  proposal  of  peaceful 
methods  through  the  good  offices  of  this  Government  which  would  gain 
the  concurrent  consent  of  the  three  belligerents. 

^^It  will  give  me  pleasure  early  to  acquaint  you,  for  the  information 
of  your  Government,  with  any  decisive  indications  of  a  disposition  to 
make  a  peaceful  solution  of  the  unhappy  controversy  through  the  in- 
terposed friendship  of  this  Government.'^ 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Sir  E.  Thornton,  Sept.  24, 1879 ;  MSS.  Note,  Gr.  Brit. ; 
For.Rel..  1879. 

'*  The  war  between  Peru,  Bolivia,  and  Chili  still  continues.  The 
United  States  have  not  deemed  it  proper  to  interpose  in  the  matter 
further  than  to  convey  to  all  the  Governments  concerned  the  assurance 
that  the  friendly  offices  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  for  the 
restoration  of  peace  upon  au  honorable  basis  will  be  extended,  in  case 
the  belligerents  shall  exhibit  a  readiness  to  accept  them." 

President  Hayes's  Third  Annual  Message  1879. 

"The  war  between  the  Republic  of  Chili,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the- 
allied  Bepublics  of  Peru  and  Bolivia  on  the  other,  still  continues.  This^ 
Government  has  not  felt  called  upon  to  interfere  in  a  contest  that  is  within 
the  belligerent  rights  of  the  parties  as  independent  states.  We  have, 
however,  always  hehi  ourselves  in  readiness  to  aid  in  accommodating 
their  difference,  and  have  at  different  tiroes  reminded  both  belligerents 
of  our  willingness  to  render  such  service. 

"  Our  good  offices,  in  this  direction,  were  recently  accepted  by  all  the 
belligerents,  and  it  was  hoped  they  would  prove  efficacious ;  but  I  re- 
gret to  announce  that  the  measures  which  the  ministers  of  the  United 
States  at  Santiago  and  Lima  were  authorized  to  take,  with  the  view  to- 
bring  about  a  peace,  were  not  successful.  In  the  course  of  the  war  some 
questions  have  arisen  affecting  neutral  rights ;  in  all  of  these  the  min- 
isters of  the  United  States  have,  under  their  instructions,  acted  with 
promptness  and  energy  in  protection  of  American  interests." 

President  Hayes's  Fourth  Aunoal  Message  1880. 

''  For  some  years  past  a  growing  disposition  has  been  manifested  by 
certain  states  of  Central  and  South  America  to  refer  disputes  affecting 
grave  questions  of  international  relationship  and  boundaries  to  arbitra- 
tion rather  than  to  the  sword.  It  has  been,  on  several  such  occasions^ 
a  source  of  profound  satisfaction  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
to  see  that  this  country  is,  in  a  large  measure,  looked  to  by  all  the- 
American  powers  as  their  friend  and  mediator.  The  just  and  impartial 
counsel  of  the  President  in  such  cases  has  never  been  withheld,  and 
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bis  efforts  have  been  rewarded  by  the  prevention  of  saugninary  strife  or 
angry  contentions  between  peoples  whom  we  regard  as  brethren." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  Nov.  29, 1881 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mexico. 

"  The  war  between  Peru  and  Bolivia,  on  the  one  side,  and  Chili  on 
the  other,  began  more  than  three  years  ago.  On  the  occapation  by 
Chili  in  1880  of  all  the  littoral  territory  of  Bolivia,  negotiations  for  peace 
were  conducted  under  the  direction  of  the  United  States.  The  allies 
refused  to  concede  any  territory,  but  Chili  has  since  become  master  of 
the  whole  coast  of  both  countries  and  of  the  capital  of  Peru.  A  year 
since,  as  you  have  already  been  advised  by  correspondence  transmitted 
to  you  in  January  last,  this  Gover^pient  sent  a  special  mission  to  the 
belligerent  powers  to  express  the  hope  that  Chili  woAld  be  disposed  to 
accept  a  money  indemnity  for  the  expenses  of  the  war  and  to  relinquish 
her  demand  for  a  portion  of  the  territory  of  her  antagonist. 

^'  This  recommendation,  which  Chili  declined  to  follow,  this  Govern- 
ment did  not  assume  to  enforce;  nor  can  it  be  enforced  without  resort 
to  measures  which  would  be  in  keeping  neither  with  the  temper  of  our 
people  nor  with  the  spirit  of  our  institutions. 

"  The  power  of  Peru  no  longer  extends  over  its  whole  territory,  and, 
in  the  event  of  our  interference  to  dictate  peace,  would  need  to  be  sup- 
plemented by  the  armies  and  navies  of  the  United  States.  Such  inter- 
ference would  almost  inevitably  lead  to  the  establishment  of  a  protect, 
orate — a  result  utterly  at  odds  with  our  past  policy,  injurious  to  our 
present  interests,  and  full  of  embarrassments  for  the  future. 

"  For  effecting  the  termination  of  hostilities  upon  terms  at  one*)  just 
to  the  victorious  nation  and  generous  to  its  adversaries,  this  Govern- 
ment has  spared  no  efforts  save  such  as  might  involve  the  complications 
which  I  have  indicated. 

"  It  is  greatly  to  be  deplored  that  Chili  seems  resolved  to  exact  such 
rigorous  conditions  of  peace,  and  indisposed  to  submit  to  arbitration 
the  terms  of  an  amicable  settlement.  No  peace  is  likely  to  be  lasting 
that  is  not  sufficiently  equitable  and  just  to  command  the  approval  of 
other  nations." 

President  Arthnr^s  Second  Annual  Message,  1882. 

<<  The  traditional  attitude  of  the  United  States  towards  the  sister  Be- 
pnblics  of  this  continent  is  one  of  peace  and  friendly  counsel. 

"  When  as  colonies  they  threw  off  their  political  connection  with  Eu- 
rope, we  encouraged  them  by  our  sympathies.  By  the  moral  weight  of 
our  official  declarations  we  prevented  intervention,  either  to  restore  old 
political  connections  with  Europe  or  to  create  new  ones.  The  policy 
we  then  adopted  has  been  since  maintained.  While  we  would  draw 
them  nearer  to  us  by  bonds  of  mutual  interest  and  friendly  feeling, 
our  sole  political  connection  springs  from  the  desire  that  they  should 
be  prosperous  and  happy  under  the  republican  form  of  government 
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which  they  and  we  have  chosen.  We  aim  to  be  regarded  as  a  disiu- 
terested  frieud  and  coanselor,  bat  we  do  not  assume  to  impose  our 
wishes  upon  them,  or  to  act  as  arbitrator,  or  umpire,  in  their  disputes 
unless  moved  to  it  by  the  wish  of  both  parties,  or  by  controlling  inter- 
ests of  our  own.'' 

Mr.  FrelingbuyBen,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Trescot,  Feb.  24,  1882 ;  MSS.  Inst., 
Chili. 

<^  It  seems  to  the  President  that  the  time  has  come  when  an  effort  for 
peace  between  the  South  American  Republics  can  be  made  with  some 
reasonable  hope  of  success.  He  has  accordingly  instructed  Mr.  Logan 
npon  the  subject,  giving  him  a  large  measure  of  discretion. 

"  This  instruction  is  taken  to  you  by  Mr.  Logan,  who  is  directed  to 
confer  with  you  before  proceeding  to  Santiago.  You  are  aware  that 
while  Mr,  Trescot  was  in  Peru  he  visited  Montero,  and  recognized  him 
as  the  head  of  the  Republic.  It  may  now  be  assumed  that  this  act  has 
received  the  sanction  of  the  Department.  It  will,  therefore,  be  proper 
that  after  conferring  with  Mr.  Logan  and  taking  every  possible  precau- 
tion to  prevent  the  difference  between  our  legations  in  Chili  and  Peru, 
which  have  unhappily  thwarted  the  policy  and  lessened  the  influence 
of  the  United  States  in  the  past,  you  will  proceed  at  an  early  day  to  join 
the  only  Government  in  Peru  which  is  now  recognized  by  the  United 
States. 

^^  It  is  understood  that  the  principal  difficulty  in  the  way  of  opening 
negotiations  is  the  disinclination  of  the  Chilian  Government  to  recog- 
nize Montero  and  his  Government.  Mr.  Logan's  first  efforts  at  San- 
tiago will  be  directed  to  removing  this  obstacle  and  to  securing  at  least 
such  provisional  recognition  as  may  be  involved  in  the  fact  of  negotia- 
tions. If  this  shall  be  found  to  involve  the  calling  together  of  a  con- 
gress by  President  Montero,  Mr.  Logan  will  endeavor  to  prevent  any 
Chilian  opposition  to  it. 

"  Meanwhile  it  will  be  your  duty  to  impress  upon  President  Montero 
and  his  advisers  the  necessity  of  recognizing  these  severe  results  of  un- 
successful war. 

"  The  interest  which  the  United  States  takes  in  the  fortunes  of  Pern, 
and  the  great  desire  which  they  have  to  preserve  its  autonomy,  and  as 
much  of  its  territory  and  wealth  as  is  consistent  with  the  reasonable 
rights  and  demands  of  Chili,  must  not  be  interpreted  into  a  purpose  to 
stand  by  Peru  in  refusing  and  resisting  such  demands.  You  must  make 
that  clear.  If  the  voice  of  the  United  States  could  be  listened  to,  the 
war  would  be  ended  by  the  payment  of  a  money  indemnity  without  sac- 
rificing territory.  But  the  voice  of  the  United  States  will  not  be  listened 
to  while  speaking  only  such' words.  Chili  will  not  abandon  all  the  ac- 
quisitions that  the  fortunes  of  war  have  given  her.  Unless  Peru  con- 
sents to  negotiate  on  the  basis  of  a  surrender  of  territory,  the  United 
States  are  powerless  to  help  her. 
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"  If  Peru  consents  to  negotiate  on  the  basis  of  a  cession  of  territory, 
you  will  acquaint  President  Montero's  Government  generally  with  the 
fact  that  Mr.  Logan  is  instructed  in  that  event  to  secnre  from  Chili  the 
most  favorable  terms  which  the  moral  influence  of  the  United  States 
€an  obtain. 

"  The  form  in  which  the  two  belligerents  will  approach  each  other,  if 
they  consent  to  enter  upon  negotiatioDS,  must  necessarily  be  left  much 
to  opportunity  and  to  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Logan.  You  will  confer 
with  him  freely  as  to  the  feeling  of  Peru,  and  he  must  decide  whether 
he  can  obtain  terms  which  he  is  willing  to  submit  to  Peru;  whether  the 
offer  must  first  come  from  Peru  or  from  Chili  is  a  point  which  must  be 
left  for  his  decision.  He  is  authorized  to  go  to  Peru  at  the  proper  time 
and  confer  with  you.  In  approaching  the  Government  of  Peru  he  is 
directed  to  avail  himself  always  of  your  intermediary  services. 

^'  I  inclose  for  your  guidance  a  copy  of  the  instructions  to  Mr.  Logan, 
and  also  a  copy  of  the  instructions  to  Mr.  Mauey. 

^'  In  case  matters  happily  proceed  so  far  as  to  call  for  serious  negotia- 
tions, Mr.  Maney  is  instructed  to  do  whatever  may  be  advised  by  you 
or  Mr.  Logan,  or  both,  and  to  take  no  steps  until  so  requested." 

Mr.  Freliughnysen,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Partridge,  June  26,  1882;  MSS.  Inst., 
Peru ;  For.  Eel.,  1882. 

A  concerted  movement  for  this  purpose  will  not  be  approved.  The 
United  States  minister  at  Lima  having,  early  in  1883,  united  with  the 
representatives  of  France,  Great  Britain,  and  Italy,  to  bring  about  a 
joint  intervention  in  South  American  aftairs,  this  action  was  disapproved 
by  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Mr.  Freliughuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Logan,  March  7,  1883;  MSS.  Inst., 
Chili ;  same  to  same,  April  2,  1883.    See  infra,  $  102. 

A  volunteer  proposition  by  the  minister  of  the  United  States  and 
other  foreign  ministers  at  Hayti,  to  mediate  between  the  Haytian  Gov- 
ernment and  insurgents,  cannot  be  sustained  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  J.  Davis,  Aast.  Sec,  to  Mr.  Langston,  Jane  4, 1883;  MSS.  Inst.,  Hayti;  For. 
Bel.,  1883. 

Mr.  Hall  is  informed  that,  while  the  United  States  Government  is 
prepared  to  use  its  influence  in  averting  a  conflict  and  to  promote  peace, 
and  deems  advisable  a  voluntary  combination  of  interests  of  the  Central 
American  states,  no  display  of  force  on  the  part  of  any  one  or  more 
istates  to  coerce  the  others  can  be  countenanced. 

Mr.  Bayard,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hall,  March  10,  1885.     MSS.  Inst.,  Cen.  Am. ; 
For.  Rel.,  1885. 

'^  England  again  offered  mediation  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico  in  1847,  but  the  offer  was  not  accepted  by  either  party.  There 
have  been  instances  of  offers  of  mediation  in  civil  wars ;  but  they  pre- 
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seut  cases  of  such  delicacy  and  difficalty  as  to  have  been  sekloin  ac* 
cepted,  or,  if  accepted,  saccessfal.'^ 

Dana's  Wbeaton,  $  73,  Dote  40. 

^^  There  is  a  distinction  between  the  case  of  good  offices  and  of  mediator. 
The  demand  of  good  offices  or  their  acceptance  does  not  confer  the  right 
of  mediator.  (Kluber,  Droit  des  Gens  Moderne  de  I'Europe,  Part  II, 
tit.  2,  §  1.,  ch.  2,  §  160.)  The  ofi'er  of  Russia  to  mediate  between  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain,  in  the  war  of  1812,  was  at  once  ac- 
cepted by  the  former;  and  in  order  to  avoid  delays  inciijent  to  the  dis- 
tance of  the  parties,  plenipotentiaries  were  commissiont  d  to  conclude 
a  treaty  of  peace  with  ])ersons  clothed  with  like  power  on  the  part'  of 
Great  Britain.  (Wait's  State  Papers,  Vol.  IX,  p.  223 ;  President  Mad- 
ison's  message.  May  25, 1813.)  The  refusal  of  Great  Britain,  at  that 
time  in  the  closest  alliance  with  Eussia,  can  only  be  accounted  for  by 
the  supposed  accordance  between  the  Uuited  States  and  Russia  in  ques- 
tions of  maritime  law.  Sir  James  Mackintosh  considered  the  rejection 
of  the  proffered  mediation,  whereby  hostilities  were  unnecessarily  pro- 
longed, the  less  justifiable,  as 'a  mediator  is  a  common  friend,  who 
counsels  both  parties  with  a  weight  proportioned  to  their  belief  in  his 
integrity  and  their  respect  for  his  power.  But  he  is  not  an  arbitrator, 
to  whose  decisions  they  submit  their  differences,  and  whose  award  is 
binding  on  them.  Hansard's  Parliamentary  Debates,  Vol.  X'X^y,  p. 
526,  April  11, 1815." 

Lawreuce's  Wheaton,  ed.  1863,  p.  495. 

Ab  to  mediation  of  Rassia  in  war  of  1812,  see  3,  Am.  State  Papers ;  For.  ReL, 

623/. 
As  to  the  attitude  assumed  by  the  sacoessiTe  administratioDs  of  Adams  and 

Jackson  to  Boliyar,  see  instmctions  of  Mr.  Van  Bnren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr. 

Moore,  April  9,  1829 ;  same  to  same,  Dec.  12, 1829;  MSS.  Inst.,  Am.  States. 
A  part  of  the  correspondence  between  Buenos  Ayres  and  the  United  States  in 

reference  t«  mediation  in  respect  to  the  differences  between  Bnenos  Ayres 

and  France  wiU  be  fonnd  in  the  British  and  Foreign  State  Papers  for  1842-'3, 

vol.  31,  790/. 
As  to  San  Salvador's  difficnlties  with  British  authorities,  see  Senate  Ex.  Doc. 

No.  43,  31st  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
As  to  the  offer  of  friendly  offices  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to 

terminate  the  war  raging  in  South  America  between  Paraguay,  on  the  one 

side,  and  Brazil,  the  Argentine  Republic,  and  Uruguay  on  the  other,  see 

Mr.  Sew<*rd,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Asboth  (Buenos  Ayres),  Dec.  20,  1866. 

MSS.  inst.,  Arg.  Rep. 
As  to  mediation  between  Spain  and  Peru,  see  Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr. 

Hovey,  Dec.  20.  1866;  MSS.  Inst.,  Peru. 
As  to  mediation  between  Spain  and  the  allie<l  South  American  republics,  aee 

Mr.  Fish,  Secretary  of  State,  to  Mr.  Kilpatrick,  Jan.  15,  1868;  MSS.  Inst., 

Chili. 
For  other  instances  of  mediation  see  also  Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr.  Osborne,  Dec.  27, 

1880;  Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr.  Osborne,  June  13,  1881;  Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr.  Kil- 
patrick, June  15,  1881 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Chili. 

As  to  mediation  to  renew  diplomatic  intercourse  between  France  and  Mexico, 
see  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Nelson,  Dec.  19, 20,  1872 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. 
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The  armistice  between  Spain  and  the  allied  repablios  of  Boliviai  Chili,  Ecaa- 
doTy  and  Pern,  concluded  in  1871,  nnder  the  mediation  of  the  United  States, 
will  be  fonnd  in  the  British  and  Foreign  State  Papers  for  1874-^5,  vol.  66. 

•  

As  to  mediation  between  Holland  and  Yeneznela,  see  Mr.  Fish  to  Mr.  Birney, 

Maroh  9,  1876;  Jane  14,  1676;  MSS.  Inst.,  Netherlands. 
As  to  mediation  between  China  and  Japan,  see  Mr.  Eyarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr. 

G.  F.  Seward,  Maroh  4,  1880 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  China. 
As  to  mediation  between  Mexico  and  Guatemala,  see  Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr.  Morgan, 

Nov.  28,  quoted  infra,  J  68. 
As  to  mediation  between  Chili  and  Peru,  see  infray  $  fi9. 
A  summary  of  modem  mediations  will  be  found  in  Calyo,  Droit  Int.,  3d  ed.,  2 

vol.,  536  ff. 

(6)  NECESSITY,  AS  WHERE    MABAUDERS  CAN  BE  CHECKED  ONLY  BY 

SUCH  INTERVENTION. 

§  60.  ' 

When  there  is  no  other  way  of  warding  off  a  perilous  attack  npon 
a  conntry,  the  sovereign  of  such  conntry  can  intervene  by  force  in  the 
territory  from  which  the  attack  is  threatened  in  order  to  prevent  such 
attack. 

Supra,  $  17. 

By  the  law  of  nations  a  piratical  settlement  in  a  remote  island,  not 
under  the  control  of  any  civilized  nation,  may  be  broken  op  by  United 
States  cmisers,  and  the  offenders  seized  and  sent  to  the  United  States 
for  trial. 

Mr.  Livingston,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Baylies,  April  3,  1832 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Am. 
States.    See  ittfra,  $  50a, 

"  Unfortunately,  many  of  the  nations  of  this  hemisphere  are  still  self- 
tortured  by  domestic  dissensions.  Revolution  succeeds  revolution ;  in- 
juries are  committed  upon  foreigners  engaged  in  lawful  pursuits.  Much 
time  elapses  before  a  government  sufficiently  stable  is  erected  to  justify 
expectation  of  redress.  Ministers  are  sent  and  received,  and  before  the 
discussions  of  past  injuries  are  fairly  begun,  fresh  troubles  arise  ^  but 
too  frequently  new  injuries  are  added  to  the  old,  to  be  discussed  together 
with  the  existing  government,  after  it  has  proved  its  ability  to  sustain 
the  assaults  made  upon  it,  or  with  its  successor,  if  overthrown.  If  this 
unhappy  condition  of  things  continue  much  longer,  other  nations  will 
be  under  the  painful  necessity  of  deciding  whether  justice  to  their  suf- 
fering citizens  does  not  require  a  prompt  redress  of  injuries  by  their 
^  own  power,  without  waiting  for  the  establishment  of  a  government  com- 
petent and  enduring  enough  to  discuss  and  make  satisfaction  for  them." 

President  Jackson's  Seventh  Annual  Message,  1835. 

^^  It  is  a  fundamental  principle  in  the  laws  of  nations  that  every  state 
or  nation  has  full  and  complete  jurisdiction  over  its  own  territory  to  the 
exclusion  of  all  others,  a  principle  essential  to  independence,  and  there- 
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fore  held  most  sacred.  It  is  accordingly  laid  down  by  all  writers  ou 
those  laws  who  treat  of  the  sabject,  that  Dothiog  short  of  extreme  ne- 
cessity can  jnstify  a  belligerent  in  entering  with  an  armed  force  on  tbe 
territory  of  a  neutral'  power,  and,  when  entered,  in  doing  any  act  which 
is  not  forced  on  him  by  the  like  necessity  which  justified  the  entering." 

Mr.  Calhoun's  speech  on  McLeod's  case,  June  11, 1841 ;  3  Calhoun's  Works,  685. 
(See  aupra,  $  21,  as  to  MoLeod's  case ;  infra,  $  50,  c,  as  to  the  case  of  the 
Caroline.) 

As  to  expenses  incurred  by  Texas  in  repelling  invasions  of  Indians  and  Mexicans, 
see  8.  Ex.  Doc.  19,  Forty-fifth  Congress,  second  session,  January  22, 1878. 

As  to  depredations  by  reason  of  incursions  of  Mexicans  and  Indians,  and  resolu- 
tion of  Texas  claiming  indemnity  for  losses  thereby  sustained,  and  asking 
to  be  reimbursed  for  expenses  incurred  in  defending  frontiers,  see  H.  Mis. 
Doo.  37,  Forty -fourth  Congress,  first  session,  July  17, 1876 ;  H.  Mis.  Doc. 
185,  Forty-fourth  Congress,  first  session. 

For  report  of  special  committee,  recommending  that  a  military  force  be  stationed 
on  the  Rio  Grande,  and  that  the  President  authorize  the  troops,  when  in 
dose  pursuit  of  the  raiders,  to  cross  to  the  Mexican  side  and  use  sach 
measures  as  will  recoTer  the  stolen  property  and  prevent  such  raids,  see  H. 
Bep.  343,  Forty -fourth  Congress,  first  session. 

For  testimony  taken  by  Committee  on  Military  Affairs,  see  H.  Mis.  Doc.  64 
Forty-fifth  Congress,  second  session,  January  12, 1878. 

As  to  pursuit  of  deserters  in  Canada,  see  Brit,  and  For.  State  Papers,  1860-'!, 
vol.  51. 

As  to  treaty  with  Mexico  for  reciprocal  pursuit  of  raiders,  see  svprOf  $  19. 

(a)  Amelia  island. 

Amelia  Island,  at  the  mouth  of  St.  Mary's  Biver,  and  at  that  time  in 
Spanish  territory,  was  seized  in  1817  by  a  band  of  bnocaneers,  under 
the  direction  of  an  adventurer  named  McGregor,  who  in  the  name  of 
the  insurgent  colonies  of  Buenos  Ayres  and  Venezuela  preyed  indis- 
criminately on  the  commerce  of  Spain  and  of  the  United  States.  The 
Spanish  Government  not  being  able  or  willing  to  drive  them  off,  and 
the  nuisance  being  one  which  required  immediate  action,  President 
Monroe  called  his  Cabinet  together  in  October,  1817,  and  directed  that 
a  vessel  of  war  should  proceed  to  the  island  and  expel  the  marauders, 
destroying  their  works  and  vessels. 

'<  In  the  summer  of  the  present  year,  an  expedition  was  set  on  foot 
East  Florida  by  persons  claiming  to  act  under  the  authority  of  some 
of  the  colonies,  who  took  possession  of  Amelia  Island,  at  the  mouth  of 
St.  Mary's  Biver,  near  the  boundary  oi  the  State  of  Georgia.  As  the 
province  lies  eastward  of  the  Mississippi,  and  is  bounded  by  the  United 
States  and  the  ocean  on  every  side,  and  has  been  a  subject  of  negoti- 
ation with  the  Government  of  Spain,  as  an  indemnity  for  losses  by  spo- 
liation  or  in  exchange  for  territory  of  equal  value  westward  of  the 
Mississippi,  a  fact  well  known  to  the  world,  it  excited  surprise  that  any 
countenance  should  be  given  to  this  measure  by  any  of  the  colonies. 
As  it  Vould  be  difficult  to  reconcile  it  with  the  friendly  relations  exist- 
ing between  the  United  States  and  the  colonies,  a  doubt  was  enter- 
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taiucd  whether  it  had  been  authorized  by  them  or  any  of  them.  This 
doubt  has  gained  strength  by  the  circumstances  whicb  have  unfolded 
themselves  in  the  prosecution  of  the  enterprise,  which  have  marked  it 
as  a  mere  private  unauthorized  adventure.  Projected  and  commenced 
with  an  incompetent  force,  reliance  seems  to  have  been  placed  on  what 
might  be  drawn,  in  defiance  of  our  laws,  from  within  our  limits;  and,  of 
late,  as  their  resources  have  failed,  it  has  assumed  a  more  marked  char- 
acter of  unfriendliness  to  us,  the  island  being  made  a  channel  for  the 
illicit  introduction  of  slaves  from  Africa  into  the  United  States,  an  asy- 
lum for  fugitive  slaves  irom  the  neighboring  States,  and  a  port  for 
smuggling  of  every  kind. 

*^  A  similar  establishment  was  made  at  an  earlier  period  by  persons  of 
the  same  description,  in  the  Oulf  of  Mexico,  at  a  place  called  Oalves- 
ton,  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States,  as  we  contend,  under  the 
cession  of  Louisiana.  This  enterprise  has  been  marked  in  a  more  sig- 
nal manner  by  all  the  objectionable  circumstances  which  characterized 
the  other,  and  more  particularly  by  the  equipment  of  privateers,  which 
have  annoyed  our  commerce,  and  by  smuggling.  These  establishments, 
if  ever  sanctioned  by  any  authority  whatever,  which  is  not  believed, 
have  abused  their  trust  and  forfeited  all  claims  to  consideration.  A 
just  regard  for  the  lights  and  interests  of  the  United  States  required 
that  they  should  be  suppressed,  and  orders  have  accordingly  been 
issued  to  that  effect.    The  imperious  considerations  which  produced 

this  measure  will  be  explained  to  the  parties  whom  it  may  in  any  de- 
gree concern." 

President  Monroe's  First  Annual  Message,  1817. 

President  Monroe's  Messages  of  Deo.  15,  1817,  Jan.  13, 1818,  March  25,  1818, 

as  to  Amelia  Island,  are  given  in  11  Wait's  State  Papers,  343. 
On  the  same  topic,  see  report  of  House  Com.  on  For.  Rel.,  Jan.  10,  1818,  4  Am. 

State  Pap. ;  For.  Bel.,  132. 

^<  You  will  have  been  informed  through  the  channel  of  the  public 
prints  of  the  manner  in  which  Amelia  Island  has  in  the  course  of  the 
last  summer  been  occupied  by  an  assemblage  of  adventurers  under 
various  commanders,  and  with  commissioners,  real  or  pretended,  from 
several  of  the  South  American  insurgent  governments.  You  must  have 
beard  also  of  the  feeble  and  ineffectual  attempt  made  by  the  Spanish 
commanding  authorities  in  East  Florida  to  recover  possession  of  the 
island.  A  similar  band  of  desperate  characters  &om  various  nations, 
and  presumably  impelled  by  motives  of  plunder  alone,  have  formed  a 
lodgment  at  Oalveston,  which  we  consider  within  the  limits  of  the 
United  States.  These  places  have  not  only  been  consequently  made 
receptacles  for  privateers  illegally  fitted  out  from  our  ports,  but  the 
means  of  every  species  of  illicit  traffic,  and  especially  of  introducing 
slaves  illegally  into  the  United  States.  The  President  has  therefore 
determined  to  break  up  those  settlements,  which  are  presumed  to  have 
been  made  without  proper  authority  from  any  Government ;  and  which 
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if  antliorized  by  any  Government,  have  assumed  an  attitude  too  per- 
nicious to  the  peace  and  prosperity  of  this  Union  and  of  its  citizens  to 
be  tolerated.  The  orders  for  breaking  them  up  have  been  given,  and 
are  in  a  train  of  execution.  Possession  will  be  taken  of  Gralveston  as 
within  the  limits  of  the  United  States,  and  perhaps  of  Amelia  Island, 
to  prevent  its  being  taken  again  by  similar  adventurers  for  the  same 
purposes,  Spain  being  notoriously  unable  either  to  retain  possession  of 
it  against  them  or  to  recover  it  from  them." 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Erving,  Nov.  11,  ltil7 ;  MSS.  Inst.  MiDlsten. 

^^  When  an  island  is  occupied  by  a  nest  of  pirates,  harassing  the  com- 
merce of  the  United  States,  they  may  be  pursued  and  driven  firom  it, 
by  authority  of  the  United  States,  even  though  such  island  were  nom- 
inally under  the  jurisdiction  of  Spain,  Spain  not  exercising  over  it 
any  control.'^ 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hyde  De  Nenville,  Jan.  27,  1818;  MSS.  For. 
Leg.  notes.  See  President  Monroe,  confidential  to  Blr.  Madison,  Nov.  24, 
Dec.  22, 1817 ;  Madison  MSS.,  Dep.  of  State. 

A  detailed  aoconnt  of  McGregor's  oconpation  of,  and  filibustering  expeditions 
from,  Amelia  Island  is  given  in  2  Parton's  Jackson,  421  ff. 

^^Nb  dissatisfaction  has  been  expressed  here  at  our  occupation  of 
Amelia  Island." 

Mr.  Rash,  Minister  at  London,  to  Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  March  2, 1818 ;  MSS. 
Dispatch,  Gr.  Brit. 

President  Monroe's  announcement  that  he  had  authorized  expeditions 
against  Amelia  Island  and  Galveston  for  the  purpose  of  suppressing 
the  bands  of  buccaneers  who  were  harbored  in  those  places  was  fol- 
lowed by  protests,  hot  merely  from  Onis,  the  Spanish  minister  at  Wash- 
ington, but  from  Pazos,  the  agent  of  the  as  yet  unrecognized  Spanish- 
American  colonies.  The  Secretary  of  State  having  declined  to  confer 
officially  with  Pazos  on  the  subject,  he  presented  a  petition  to  the 
House  of  Representatives.  This  petition,  however,  though  it  had  the 
support  of  the  Speaker,  Mr.  Clay,  was  laid  on  the  table  on  March  14, 
1818,  by  a  vote  of  124  to  28. 

The  possession  taken  by  the  United  States  of  Amelia  Island,  in 
Florida,  gave  it  a  possessory  title,  for  which  it  was  accountable  only  to 
Spain. 

Mr.  Gallatin,  minister  to  France,  to  Baron  Pasquier,  French  minister  of  foreign 

affairs,  Jane  28,  1821 ;  2  Gallatin's  writings,  187. 
As  to  de  facto  government  of  Amelia  Island,  see  9ttjpra,  $  7. 

(&)  PKNSACOLA  AND  OTHER  FLORIDA  P08T8. 

§50&. 

In  1815,  under  orders  of  Mr.  Monroe,  measures  were  taken  for  the 
destruction  of  a  fort  held  by  outlaws  of  all  kinds  on  the  Appalachicola 
Eiver,  then  within  the  Spanish  Territory,  from  which  parties  had  gone 
forth  to  pillage  within  the  United  States.    The  governor  of  Pensacola 
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had  been  called  apon  to  suppress  tbe  evil  and  panisb  the  maraaders^ 
bat  had  refused ;  and,  on  his  refasal,  tbe  Spanish  Territory  was  en- 
tered, and  the  fort  attacked  and  destroyed  on  the  gronnd  of  necessity. 

See  President  Monroe's  Second  Annual  Message,  1618. 

^<  In  authorizing  Major-Oeneral  Jackson  to  enter  Florida  in  pursuit 
of  the  Seminoles,  care  was  taken  not  to  encroach  on  the  rights  of  Spain. 
I  regret  to  have  to  add  that,  in  executing  this  order,  facts  were  dis- 
closed respecting  the  conduct  of  the  officers  of  Spain  in  authority  there, 
in  encouraging  the  war,  furnishing  munitions  of  war,  and  other  sup- 
plies to  carry  it  on,  and  in  other  acts  not  less  marked,  which  evinced 
their  participation  in  the  hostile  purposes  of  that  combination,  and  jus- 
tified the  confidence  with  which  it  inspired  tbe  savages  that  by  those 
officers  they  would  be  protected.  A  conduct  so  incompatible  with  the 
friendly  relations  existing  between  the  two  countries,  particularly  with 
the  positive  obligation  of  the  fifth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1795,  by  which 
Spain  was  bound  to  restrain,  even  by  force,  those  savages  from  acts  of 
hostility  against  the  United  States,  could  not  fail  to  excite  surprise. 
The  commanding  general  was  convinced  that  he  should  fail  in  his  ob- 
ject, that  he  should,  in  effect,  accomplish  nothing,  if  he  did  not  deprive 
those  savages  of  the  resource  on  which  they  had  calculated,  and  of  the 
protection  on  which  they  had  relied  in  making  the  war.  As  all  the 
documents  relating  to  this  occurrence  will  be  laid  before  Congress,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  enter  into  further  detail  respecting  it. 

^^Although  the  reasons  which  induced  Major-GeneralJackson  to  take 
these  posts  were  duly  appreciated,  there  was  nevertheless  no  hesitation 
in  deciding  on  the  course  which  it  became  the  Government  to  pursue. 
As  there  was  reason  to  believe  that  the  commanders  of  these  posts 
had  violated  their  instructions,  there  was  no  disposition  to  impute  to 
their  Government  a  conduct  so  unprovoked  and  hostile.  An  order  was 
in  consequence  issued  to  the  general  in  command  there,  to  deliver  the 
posts — Pensacola,  unconditionally,  to  any  person  duly  authorized  to  re- 
ceive it,  and  Saint  Mark's,  which  is  in  the  heart  of  the  Indian  country, 
on  the  arrival  of  a  competent  force  to  defend  it  against  those  savages 
and  their  associates." 

President  )lonroe*s  Second  Annnal  Message,  1818.    See  President  Monroe  to  Mr. 
Madison,  Jaly  20, 1818,  Madison  MSS.,  Dep.  of  State. 

Necessity  justifies  an  invasion  of  foreign  territory  so  as  to  subdue  an 
ex])ected  asNailaut;  and  on  this  ground  may  be  sustained  General 
Jackson's  attack  on  Pensacola. 

Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  4  J.  Q.  Adams's  Mem.,  113. 

*^The  Executive  Government  have  ordered,  and,  as  I  conceive,  very 
properly,  Amelia  Island  to  be  taken  i>ossession  of.  This  order  ought 
to  be  carried  into  execution  at  all  hazards,  and  simn'taneonsly  tbe  wbole 
of  East  Florida  seized  and  held  as  indemnity  tor  the  outrages  of  Spain 
upon  the  property  of  our  citizens.  •  •  •  The  order  being  given  for 
the  possession  of  Amelia  Island,  it  ought  to  be  executed,  or  our  enemiesj 
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internal  and  external^  will  use  it  to  the  disadvantage  of  ou/r  GovernmtnU 
If  OUT  troops  enter  the  territory  of  Spain  in  pursuit  of  our  Indian  enemy ^ 
all  opposition  that  they  meet  with  must  he  put  downy  or  we  will  be  involved 
in  danger  and  disgra>ce,^ 

Greneial  Jackson  to  Mr.  Monroe,  Jan.  6,  18I8|  MSS.  Monroe  Papers. 

*'  I  could  adopt  no  other  way  to  put  *  an  end  to  the  tear '  but  by  possess- 
iug  myself  of  the  stronghold  that  was  a  refuge  to  the  enemy,  and  af- 
forded them  the  means  of  offense." 

General  Jackson's  (1818)  letter  to  Sec.  of  War,  from  papers  of  Mr.  G^.  W. 
Campbell,  quoted  2  Parton's  Jackson,  500. 

General  Jackson  put  his  seizure  and  occupation  of  the  fort  at  Saint 
Mark's,  which  was  within  Spanish  territory,  expressly  on  the  ground  of 
necessity.  In  his  letter  to  the  governor  of  Saint  Mark's,  which  he  sent 
by  his  aide-de-camp,  Lieutenant  Gadsden,  he  declared  that  the  Spanish 
garrison,  from  its  feebleness,  would  be  unable  to  resist  the  attacks  of 
Indians  who  intended  to  make  it  a  base  for  their  operations  against  the 
United  States. 

'*  To  prevent  the  recurrence  of  so  gross  a  violation  of  neutrality,  and 
to  exclude  our  savage  enemies  from  so  strong  a  hold  as  Saint  Mark's,  I 
deem  it  expedient  to  garrison  that  fortress  with  American  troops  until 
the  close  of  the  present  war.  This  measure  is  justifiable  on  the  immu- 
table principles  of  self-defense,  and  cannot  but  be  satisfactory,  under 
existing  circumstances,  to  his  Catholic  Majesty  the  King  of  Spain. 
Under  existing  treaties  between  the  two  Governments,  the  King  of 
Spain  is  bound  to  preserve  in  peace  with  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  not  only  his  own  subjects,  but  all  Indian  tribes  residing  within 
his  territory.  When  called  upon  to  fulfill  that  part  of  the  treaty  in  re- 
lation to  a  savage  tribe  who  have  long  depredated  with  impunity  on  the 
American  frontier,  incompetency  is  alleged,  with  an  acknowledgment 
that  the  same  tribe  have  acted  in  open  hostility  to  the  laws,  and  invaded 
the  rights  of  His  Catholic  Majesty.  As  a  mutual  enemy,  therefore,  it  is 
expected  that  every  facility  will  be  afforded  by  the  agents  of  the  King 
of  Spain  to  chastise  these  lawless  and  inhuman  savages.  In  this  light 
is  the  possession  of  Saint  Mark's  by  the  American  forces  to  be  view^." 

2  Parton's  Jackson,  451. 

"  When  they  (European  powers)  know  the  whole  of  the  affair  of  Pen- 
sacola,  I  have  no  doubt  they  will  withdraw  all  idea  of  intermeddling 
between  Spain  and  us.  I  trust  we  shall  be  able  to  avoid  entanglements 
with  the  European  alliance.  We  may  let  them  alone,  for  they  cannot 
conquer  the  South  Americans." 

Mr.  Jefferson  to  Mr.  Monroe,  President,  Sept.  17,  1618 ;  MSS.  Monroe  Papers, 
Dep.  of  State. 

When  the  sovereign  of  a  territory  permits  it  to  be  made  the  base  of 
hostilities  by  outlaws  and  savages  against  a  country  with  which  such 
sovereign  is  at  peace,  the  government  of  the  latter  country  is  entitled, 
as  a  matter  of  necessity,  to  pursue  the  assailants  wherever  they  may 
be,  and  to  take  such  measures  as  are  necessary  to  put  an  end  to  their 
aggressions. 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  dc  OniB,Noy.  30,  1818;  MSS.  For.  Leg.  Notes. 
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Mr.  Adams's  defense  of  GeneralJackson's  course  in  the  Seminole  war, 
to  which,  after  some  modifications,  he  obtained  the  assent  of  Mr.  Mon- 
roe and  of  the  Cabinet,  is  a  paper  which,  though  of  extraordinary  abil- 
ity, is  of  too  great  length  to  be  here  republished.  The  point  of  inter- 
national law,  above  stated,  is  the  exclusive  basis  on  which  it  rests. 

As  to  Jackson's  action  in  capturing  Pensacola,  see  3  Schouler's  Hist 
U.  S.,  74.  The  President,  after  consulting  the  Cabinet,  directed  Pen- 
sacola to  be  given  bacR  to  Spain. 

As  to  effect  of  taking  of  Pensacola  on  France,  see  dispatch  of  Mr.  Gallatin  to 
Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  July  22,  1818 ;  2  Gallatin's  writings,  69. 

The  coarse  of  Mr.  Monroe  in  sustainiug  General  Jackson  in  this  movement  is 
discussed  in  1  Benton's  Thirty  Tears  in  the  Senate,  167. 

General  Jackson's  correspondence  in  reference  to  the  war  condacted  by  him  in 
Florida,  is  given  in  1  Amer.  State  Papers,  Misc.,  801^. 

(o)  Steamboat  Caroline.    (1838.) 

§50c. 

^^  The  destruction  of  the  steamboat  Caroline  at  Schlosser,  fonr  or  five 
years  ago,  occasioned  no  small  degree  of  excitement  at  the  time,  and 
became  the  subject  of  correspondence  between  the  two  Governments. 
That  correspondence  having  been  suspended  for  a  considerable  period, 
was  renewed  in  the-  spring  of  the  last  year,  but  no  satisfactory  result 
having  been  arrived  at,  it  was  thought  proper,  though  the  occurrence 
had  ceased  to  be  fresh  and  recent,  not  to  omit  attention  to  it  on  the 
present  occasion.  It  has  only  been  so  far  discussed  in  the  correspond- 
ence now  submitted  as  it  was  accomplished  by  a  violation  of  the  terri- 
tory of  the  United  States.  The  letter  of  the  British  minister,  while  at- 
tempting to  justify  that  violation  upon  the  ground  of  a  pressing  and 
overruling  necessity,  admitting,  nevertheless,  that,  even  if  justifiable, 
an  apology  was  due  for  it,  and  accompanying  this  acknowledgment 
with  assurances  of  the  sacred  regard  of  this  Government  for  the  invio- 
lability of  national  territory,  has  seemed  to  me  sufiicient  to  warrant 
forbearance  from  any  further  remonstrance  against  what  took  place  as 
an  aggression  on  the  soil  and  territory  of  the  country .'' 

President  Tyler's  Message,  transmitting  the  Treaty  of  Washington  to  the  Sen- 
ate, Aug.  11,  1842;  6  Webster^s  Works,  355. 

For  notices  of  the  captnre  of  the  CaroliDc,  see  President  Van  Buren's  Messages 
of  April  5,  183ri,  Fob.  6,  1839,  Dec.  31,  1840 ;  House  Ex.  Doc.  302,  25th 
Cong.,  2d  sess. ;  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  183,  25th  Cong.,  3d  sess. ;  House  Ex. 
Doc.  No.  33,  26th  Cong.,  2d  sess.  For  correspondence,  see  Brit,  and  For. 
State  Pap.  for  1841-2,  vol.  30, 173.  For  discussions  of  the  case,  see  1  Phil.  Int. 
Law,  3d  ed.,  315;  3d  id,,  60;  HalPs  Int.  Law,  246,  283. 

Mr.  Webster's  report  of  Jan.  7,  1843,  giving  correspondence  to  that  date  in  re- 
spect to  the  steamer  Caroline,  in  in  Senate  Doc.  No.  99,  27th  Cong.,  3d  sess. 

Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  when  discussing  the  Caroline  case  in  the  House  of 

Bepresentatives,  said : 

<*I  take  it  that  the  late  affair  of  the  Caroline  was  in  hostile  array 
against  the  British  Government,  and  that  the  parties  concerned  in 
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it  were  employed  in  acts  of  war  against  it ;  aod  I  do  uot  sabscribe  to 
the  very  learned  opinion  of  the  chief  justice  of  the  supreme  court  of 
New  York  (not,  I  hear,  the  chief  justice,  but  a  judge  of  the  supreme 
court)  that  there  was  no  act  of  war  committed.  Nor  do  I  subscribe 
to  it  that  every  nation  goes  to  war  only  on  issuing  a  declaration  or 
proclamation  of  war.  This  is  not  the  fact.  Nations  often  wage  war 
for  years  without  issuing  any  declaration  of  war.  The  question  is  not 
here  upon  a  declaration  of  war,  but  acts  of  war,  and  1  say  that  in  the 
judgment  of  all  impartial  men  of  other  nations  we  shall  be  held,  as  a 
nation,  responsible ;  that  the  Caroline,  then,  was  in  a  state  of  war 
against  Great  Britain,  for  purposes  of  war,  and  the  worst  kind  of  war — 
to  sustain  an  insurrection.  I  wLLi  not  say  rebellion,  because  rebellion  is 
a  crime,  and  because  I  have  heard  them  talked  of  as  patriots." 

2  BentoQ'8  Thirty  Years  in  the  Senate,  289.    See  farther  on  this  point,  supruj  (  21. 

Mr.  Benton,  in  commenting  on  Mr.  Adams's  speech,  said : 

^'  The  war  ground  they  (Mr.  Adams  and  Mr.  Gushing)  assumed  could 
only  apply  between  Great  Britain  and  the  insurgents.  She  had  no  war 
with  the  United  States.  The  attack  on  the  Caroline  was  an  invasion  of 
the  territory  of  a  neutral  power  at  peace  with  the  invader.  That  is  a 
liberty  not  allowed  by  the  law  of  nations;  not  allowed  by  the  concern 
which  any  nation,  even  the  most  inconsiderable,  feels  for  its  own  safety 
and  its  own  self-respect.  •  •  No  power  allows  it.  That  we  have 
seen  in  our  own  day  in  the  case  of  the  Poles,  in  their  last  insurrection, 
driven  across  the  Austrian  frontier  by  the  Eussians,  and  the  pursuers 
stopped  at  the  line,  and  the  fugitive  Poles  protected  the  instant  they 
had  crossed  it }  and  in  case  of  the  late  Hungarian  revolt,  in  which  the 
fugitive  Hungarians,  driven  across  the  Turkish  frontier,  were  protected 
from  pursuit." 

2  Benton,  ut  supra,  290.  The  snbject  of  the  Caroline  case,  so  far  as  concerns  the 
prosecntion  of  McLeod,  is  discussed  in  Whart.  Cr.  Law,  9th  ed.,  $$  62, 283, 
493.  As  to  authorization  of  Qovernment  as  a  defense  in  such  cases,  see 
9upra,  $  21 ;  infra,  ^  338, 341. 

Lord  Campbell,  in  his  autobiography  (Life,  2d  ed.,  1881,  p.  19),  says: 
"The  affair  of  the  Caroline  was  much  more  difficult.  Even  Lonl  Grey 
told  me  he  thought  we  were  quite  wrong  in  what  we  had  done.  But 
assuming  the  facts  that  the  Caroline  had  been  engaged,  and  when 
seized  by  us  was  still  engaged,  in  carrying  supplies  and  military  stores 
from  the  American  side  of  the  river  to  the  rebels  in  Navy  Island,  part 
of  the  British  territory;  that  this  was  permitted,  ana  could  not  be  pre- 
vented, by  the  American  authorities,  I  was  clearly  of  opinion  that,  al- 
though she  lay  on  the  American  side  of  the  river  when  she  was  seized, 
we  had  a  clear  right  to  seize  and  destroy  her,  just  as  we  might  have 
taken  a  battery  erected  by  the  rebels  on  the  American  shore,  the  guns 
of  which  were  fired  against  the  Queen's  troops  in  Navy  Island.  I  wrote 
a  long  justification  of  our  Government,  and  thus  supplied  the  argu- 
ments used  by  our  foreign  secretary,  till  the  Ashburton  treaty  hush^ 
up  the  dispute.'' 

Mr.  Abdy  (Abdy's  Kent,  1878,  p.  148)  sums  up  his  notice  of  the 
Caroline  case  as  follows:  "Her  Majesty's  Government  having  stated 
their  regret  at  the  violation  of  territory  complained  of,  and  at  the 
omission  or  neglect  to  explain  or  apologize  for  that  violation  at  the 
time  of  its  occurrence,  and  having  frankly  explained  the  circumstances 
of  the  event,  attributable  entirely  to  the  necessity  of  the  case,  the  Gov- 
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erament  of  the  United  States  expressed  tbeir  satisfaction  at  this  ex- 
hibition of  good  feeling  and  their  readiness  to  receive  these  acknowl- 
edgments and  assurances  in  the  conciliatory  spirit  in  which  they  were 
offered." 

See  also  2  Benton's  Thirty  Years  in  the  Senate,  455. 

(d)    Grkytown. 

§50(2. 

Greytown  was  a  port  on  the  Mosqnito  coast,  in  which  some  United 
States  citizens  resided.  These  citizens,  and  others  interested  with  them 
in  business,  were  subjected  to  gross  indignities  and  injuries  by  the  local 
authorities,  who  were  British,  but  who  professed  to  act  under  authority 
from  the  king  or  chief  of  the  Mosquito  Islands.  The  parties  injured  ac- 
cordingly appealed  to  the  commander  of  the  United  States  sloop-of-war 
Cyane,  then  lying  near  that  port,  for  protection.  To  punish  the  author- 
ities for  their  action,  he  bombarded  the  town.  For  this  act  he  was 
denounced  by  the  British  residents,  who  claimed  that  the  British  Gov- 
ernment had  a  protectorate  over  that  region.  His  action  was  sustained 
by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  the  ground  being  the  necessity 
of  punishing  in  this  way  a  great  wrong  to  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
and  preventing  its  continuance. 

Infra,  }  224. 

As  to  British  title  to  this  coast,  see  if^a,  $  295. 

(e)  Border  raiders. 

§50e. 

"  In  reply  to  Mr.  Gorostiza's  informal  note  of  the  28th  ultimo,  Mr. 
Forsyth  has  the  honor  to  state  that,  except  in  case  of  necessity,  General 
Gaines  will  not  occupy  ground  not  indisputably  within  the  limits  of  the 
United  States.  In  case  of  necessity,  whether  the  possession  of  the 
ground  he  may  occupy  is  now  or  has  heretofore  been  claimed  by  Mex- 
ico, ciinuot  be  made  a  question  by  that  officer.  He  will  take  it  to  per- 
form his  duties  to  the  United  States  and  to  fulfill  the  obligations  of  the 
United  States  to  Mexico.  The  just  and  friendly  purpose  for  which  he 
does  occupy  it,  if  he  should  do  so,  being  beforehand  explained  to  Mex- 
ico, it  is  expected  will  prevent  either  belief  or  suspicion  of  any  hostile 
or  equivocal  design  on  his  part.  It  is  not  intended  to  be  the  assertion 
of  a  right  of  property  or  possession." 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gorostiza,  May  3,  1836 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Mexico. 

"  To  effect  one  of  the  great  objects  for  which  General  Gaines  is  sent 
to  the  frontier,  t.  e.,  to  fulfill  our  treaty  with  Mexico  by  protecting  its 
territory  against  the  Indians  within  the  United  States,  the  troops  of  the 
United  States  might  justly  be  sent  into  the  heart  of  Mexico,  and  their 
presence,  instead  of  being  complained  of,  would  be  the  strongest  evi- 
dence of  fidelity  to  engagements  and  friendship  to  Mexico.  !N^or  could 
the  good  faith  and  friendship  of  the  act  be  doubted  if  troops  of  the 
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United  States  were  sent  into  the  Mexican  territory  to  prevent  em- 
bodied Mexican  Indians  jnstly  suspected  of  such  design  from  assailing 
the  frontier  settlements  of  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gtorostiza,  May  10,  1836;  MSB.  Notes,  Mex- 
ico. 

"  Temporary  invasion  of  the  territory  of  an  adjoining  country,  when 
necessary  to  prevent  and  check  crime,  ^  rests  upon  principles  of  the  law 
of  nations  entirely  distinct  from  those  on  which  war  is  justified — upon 
the  immutable  principles  of  self-defense— upon  the  principles  which  jus- 
tify decisive  measures  of  precautious  to  prevent  irreparable  evil  to  our 
own  or  to  a  neighboring  people.'" 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  EHis,  Dec.  10,  18:]6;  MSS.  In8t.,Mex. 

"  When  necessary  to  maintain  order  and  to  comply  with  treaty  obli- 
gations to  Mexico,  the  troops  of  the  United  States  are  entitled  to  cross 
the  boundary  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico,  and  so  when  nec- 
essary to  punish  Mexican  marauding  Indians  or  to  prevent  their  incur- 
sions." 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Ellis,  Dec.  10,  1836;  MSS.  iDst.,  Mex. 

• 

"Compaints  of  unfounded  seizures  of  property  by  Mexican  authorities 
on  the  Bio  Grande  frontier  have  recently  been  addressed  to  this  Depart- 
ment by  citizens  of  the  United  States.  They  inveigh  against  arbitrary 
acts  of  the  military  and  corrupt  proceedings  of  the  judicial  officers  of 
Mexico  in  that  quarter.  This  Government  is  not  disposed  to  connive 
at  any  infractions  of  the  laws  of  Mexico  by  our  citizens,  but  it  has  a 
right  to  expect  that  if  they  are  charged  with  a  violation  of  those  laws 
the  cases  will  be  fairly  and  impartially  tried  and  decided.  If  a  contrary 
course  should  be  adopted  it  may  be  difficult  to  restrain  the  aggrieved 
parties  from  seeking  reparation  by  a<jts  of  violence  against  the  property 
of  Mexicans  on  the  southern  bank  of  the  Kio  Grande." 

■ 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Smith,  May  5,  1851;  MSS.  lust.,  Mexico. 

"  If  Mexican  Indians  whom  Mexico  is  bound  to  restrain  are  permitted 
to  cross  its  border  and  commit  depredations  in  the  United  States,  they 
may  be  chased  across  the  border  and  then  punished." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Almonte,  Feb.  4, 1856 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Mex. 

"  But  there  is  another  view  of  our  relations  with  Mexico,  arising  from 
the  unhappy  condition  of  affairs  along  our  southwestern  frontier,  which 
demands  immediate  attention.  In  that  remote  region  where  there  are 
but  few  white  inhabitants,  large  bauds  of  hostile  and  predatory  Indians 
roam  promiscuously  over  the  Mexican  States  of  Chihuahua  and  Sonora, 
and  our  adjoining  Territories.  The  local  governments  of  these  states 
are  perfectly  helpless,  and  are  kept  in  a  state  of  constant  alarm  by  the 
Indians.  They  have  not  the  power,  if  they  possessed  the  will,  even  to 
restrain  lawless  Mexicans  from  passing  the  border  and  committing  dep- 
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redatioDS  on  our  remote  settlers.  A  state  of  auarchy  and  violence  pre- 
vails throughout  that  distant  frontier.  The  laws  are  a  dead  letter,  and 
life  and  property  wholy  insecure.  For  this  reason  the  settlement  of 
Arizona  is  arrested,  whilst  it  is  of  great  importance  that  a  chain  of 
inhabitants  should  extend  all  along  its  southern  border  sufficient  for 
their  own  protection  and  that  of  the  United  States  mail  passing  to 
and  from  California.  Well-founded  apprehensions  are  now  entertained 
that  the  Indians  and  wandering  Mexicans  equally  lawless,  may  break  up 
the  important  stage  and  postal  communication  recently  established 
between  our  Atlantic  and  Pacific  possessions.  This  passes  very  near 
to  the  Mexican  boundary  throughout  the  whole  length  of  Arizona.  I 
can  imagine  no  possible  remedy  for  these  evils,  and  no  mode  of  restoring 
law  and  order  on  that  remote  and  unsettled  frontier,  but  for  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  to  assume  a  temporary  protectorate  over  the 
northern  portions  of  Chihuahua  and  Sonora,  and  to  establish  military 
posts  within  the  same — and  this  I  earnestly  recommend  to  Congress. 
This  protection  may  be  withdrawn  as  soon  as  local  governments  shall 
be  established  in  these  Mexican  States,  capable  of  performing  their 
duties  to  the  United  States,  restraining  the  lawless  and  preserving  peace 
along  the  border." 

President  BuchanaD's  Second  Annual  Message,  1858. 

^^Itis  a  gratification  to  be  able  to  announce  that,  through  the  judicious 
and  energetic  action  of  the  military  commanders  of  the  two  nations  on 
each  side  of  the  Rio  Grande,  under  the  instructions  of  their  respective 
Governments,  raids  and  depredations  have  greatly  decreased,  and,  in 
the  localities  where  formerly  most  destructive,  have  now  almost  wholly 
ceased.  Iil  view  of  this  result,  I  entertain  a  confident  expectation  that 
the  prevalence  of  quiet  on  the  border  will  soon  become  so  assured  as  to 
justify  a  modification  of  the  present  orders  to  our  military  commanders 
as  to  crossing  the  border,  without  encouraging  such  disturbances  as 
would  endanger  the  peace  of  the  two  countries." 

President  Hayes*  Third  Annual  Message,  1879. 

^'  In  my  last  annual  message  I  expressed  the  hope  that  the  preva- 
lence of  quiet  on  the  border  between  this  country  and  Mexico  would 
soon  become  so  assured  as  to  justify  the  modification  of  the  orders,  then 
in  force,  to  our  military  commanders  in  regard  to  crossing  the  frontier, 
without  encouraging  such  disturbances  as  would  endanger  the  peace  of 
the  two  countries.  Events  moved  in  accordance  with  these  expecta- 
tions, and  the  orders  were  accordingly  withdrawn,  to  the  entire  satis- 
faction of  our  own  citizens  and  the  Mexican  Government.  Subse- 
quently the  peace  of  the  border  was  again  disturbed  by  a  savage  foray, 
under  the  coipmand  of  the  Chief  Victorio,  but,  by  the  combined  and 
harmonious  action  of  the  military  forces  of  both  countries,  his  band 
has  been  broken  up  and  substantially  destroyed." 

President  Hayes'  Fourth  Annual  Message,  1880. 
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^^  A  recent  agreement  with  Mexico  provides  for  the  crossing  of  the 

frontier  by  the  armed  forces  of  either  coantry  in  pursuit  of  hostile  In- 

.  dians.    In  my  message  of  last  year  I  called  attention  to  the  prevalent 

lawlessness  upon  the  borders  and  to  the  necessity  of  legislation  for  its 

suppression.    I  again  invite  the  attention  of  Congress  to  the  subject. 

'^  A  partial  relief  from  these  mischiefs  has  been  sought  in  a  conven- 
tion,  which  now  awaits  the  approval  of  the  Senate,  as  does  also  another 
touching  the  establishment  of  the  international  boundary  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico,  if  the  latter  is  ratified,  the  action  of  Con- 
gress will  be  required  for  establishing  suitable  commissions  of  survey. 
The  boundary  dispute  between  Mexico  and  Guatemala,  which  led  this 
Government  to  proflfer  its  friendly  counsels  to  both  parties,  has  been 
amicably  settled." 

President  Arthur's  Second  Annaal  Message,  1882. 

"  The  provisions  for  the  reciprocal  crossing  of  the  frontier  by  the 
troops  in  pursuit  of  hostile  Indians  have  been  prolonged  for  another 
year.  The  operations  of  the  forces  of  both  Governments  against  these 
savages  have  been  successful,  and  several  of  their  most  dangerous 
bands  have  been  captured  or  dispersed  bj'  the  skill  and  valor  of  United 
States  and  Mexican  soldiers  fighting  in  a  common  cause." 

President's  Arthur's  Third  Annaal  J^essa^^e,  1883. 

"  The  first  duty  of  a  Government  is  to  protect  life  and  property.  This 
is  a  paramount  obligation.  For  this  governments  are  instituted,  and 
governments  neglecting  or  failing  to  perform  it  become  worse  than  use- 
less. This  duty  the  Government  of  the  United  States  has  determined 
to  perform  to  the  extent  of  its  power  toward  its  citizens  on  the  border. 
It  is  not  solicitous,  it  never  has  been,  about  the  methods  or  ways  in 
which  that  protection  shall  be  accomplished,  whether  by  formal  treaty 
stipulation  or  by  informal  convention ;  whether  by  the  action  of  judicial 
tribunals  or  that  of  military  forces.  Protection  in  fact  to  American 
lives  and  property  is  the  sole  point  upon  which  the  United  States  are 
tenacious.  In  securing  it  they  have  a  right  to  ask  the  co-operation  of 
their  sister  Republic.  So  far,  the  authorities  of  Mexico,  military  and 
civil,  in  the  vicinity  of  the  border,  appear  not  only  to  take  no  steps  to 
effectively  check  the  raids  or  punish  the  raiders,  but  demur  and  object 
to  steps  taken  by  the  United  States. 

"I  am  not  unmindful  of  the  fact  that,  as  you  have  repeatedly  reported, 
there  is  reason  to  believe  that  the  Mexican  Government  really  desires 
to  check  these  disorders.  According  to  the  views  you  have  presented, 
its  statesmen  are  believed  to  be  sagacious  and  patriotic,  and  well  dis- 
posed to  comply  with  all  international  obligations.  But,  as  you  repre- 
sent, they  encounter,  or  apprehend  that  they  may  encounter,  a  hostile 
public  feeling  adverse  to  the  United  States,  especially  in  these  border 
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localities,  thwartiug  their  best  intentions  and  efforts.  It  is  greatly  to 
be  regretted  tliat  sach  a  state  of  perverted  pablic  feeling  should  exist. 
Bat  its  existence  does  not  exonerate  the  Mexican  Oovernment  from  any 
obligation  under  international  law.  Still  less  does  it  relieve  this  Gov- 
ernment from  its  duties  to  guard  the  welfare  of  the  American  people. 
The  United  States  Government  cannot  allow  marauding  bands  to  es- 
tablish themselves  upon  its  borders  with  liberty  to  invade  and  plunder 
United  States  territory  with  impunity,  and  then,  when  pursued,  to  take 
refuge  across  the  Bio  Grande  under  protection  of  the  plea  of  the  integ- 
rity of  the  soil  of  the  Mexican  Republic.'^ 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  August  13,  1^8;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mexico; 

For.  Rel.,  1878. 
See,  further,  Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr.  Morgan,  Jane  26,  1880 ;  to  Mr.  Navarro,  July  27, 

1880,  Oct.  6, 1880;  Mr.  Frelingbnysen  to  Mr.  Morgan,  June  6,  1882;  to  Mr. 

Romero,  Jaly  6,  1882 ;  Mr.  Davis  to  Mr.  Romero,  May  7,  1883. 

An  incursion  into  the  territory  of  Mexico  for  the  purpose  of  dispersing 
a  band  of  Indian  marauders  is,  if  necessary,  not  a  violation  of  the  law 
of  nations. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Belknap,  Jan.  22, 1874 ;  MSS.  Dom.  Let.  See  Mr. 
Fish  to  Mr.  Belknap,  Aug.  21, 1874. 

As  to  right  of  passage  of  troops  tbrongh  foreign  country,  see  supra,  $$  18,  19. 

As  to  treaties  for  troops  to  cross  border  in  pursuit,  see  8upra,  $  18. 

In  2  Dix's  Life,  pp.  110  jf.,  it  is  maintained  that  the  United  States  would  be 
Justified  in  crossing  the  Canada  border  in  order  to  arrest  Canadian  maraud- 
ers whom  the  Canadian  authorities  neglected  or  refused  to  repress. 

The  following  orders  bear  on  this  question : 

Headquarters  Depart>*ent  of  the  East, 

New  York  City,  December  14,  1864. 

GJeneral  Orders  No.  97. 

Information  having  been  received  at  these  headquarters  that  the  rebel  ntarauders  who 
were  guilty  o/murdir  and  robbery  at  Saint  Albans  have  been  discharged  f ram  arrest,  and 
ihat  other  enterprises  of  a  like  character  are  actually  in  preparaUon  in  Canada,  the  Com- 
manding General  deems  it  due  to  the  people  of  the  frontier  towns  to  adopt  the  most 
prompt  and  efficient  measures  for  the  security  of  their  lives  and  proiierty. 

All  military  commanders  on  the  frontiers  are  therefore  instructed,  in  case  further 
acts  of  depredation  and  murder  are  attempted,  whether  by  marauders  or  persons  act- 
iiig  under  commissions  from  the  rebel  authorities  at  Richmond,  to  shoot  down  the  per- 
petrators, if  i>088ible,  while  in  the  commission  of  their  crimes ;  or,  if  it  be  necessary, 
with  a  view  to  their  capture,  to  cross  the  boundary  between  the  United  States  and  Canada, 
said  commanders  are  hereby  directed  to  pursue  them  wherever  they  may  take  refuge,  and  if 
captured  they  are  under  no  oircum>siances  to  be  surrendered,  but  are  to  be  sent  to  these  head- 
quarters for  trial  and  punishment  by  martial  law. 

The  major-general  commanding  the  department  will  not  hesitate  to  exercise  to  the 
fullest  extent  the  authority  he  possesses,  under  the  rules  of  law  recognized  by  all  civ- 
ilized states,  in  regard  to  persons  organizing  hostile  expeditions  within  neutral  terri- 
tory and  fleeing  to  it  for  an  asylum  after  committing  acts  of  depredation  within  our 
own,  such  an  exercise  of  authority  having  become  indispensable  to  protect  our  cities 
and  towns  from  incendiarism  and  our  people  from  robbery  and  murder. 
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It  is  earnestly  hoped  that  the  inhabitanta  of  oar  frontier  districts  will  abstain  from 
aU  acts  of  retaliation  on  acoonnt  of  the  ontrages  committed  by  rebel  maranders,  and 
that  the  proper  measores  of  redress  will  be  left  to  the  action  of  the  public  authorities. 
By  command  of  Kajor-General  Dix. 

D.  *r.  VAN  BUREN, 
Colonel  and  AsaUiant  Adjutant-GeneraL 
OiBcial. 

Wright  Rives,  Aid-de-Camp. 
« 

H]EAI>QUARTEIt8  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  £aST, 

New  York  City,  December  17,  1864. 
(General  Orders  No.  100. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  having  disapproved  of  that  portion  of  Depart- 
ment General  Orders  No.  97,  current  series,  which  instructs  all  military  commanders 
on  the  frontier,  in  certain  cases  therein  specified,  to  cross  the  boundary  line  between 
the  United  States  and  Canada,  and  directs  pursuit  into  neutral  territory,  the  said  in- 
struction is  hereby  revoked. 

In  case,  therefore,  of  any  future  marauding  expedition  into  our  territory  from 
Canada,  military  commanders  on  the  frontiers  will  report  to  these  headquarters  for 
ordera  before  crossing  the  boundary  line  in  pursuit  of  the  guilty  parties. 

By  command  of  Major-General  Dix. 

D.  T.  VAN  BUREN, 
Colonel  and  Assistant  Adjutant- General, 

Official. 

G.  VON  Erikstedt,  Aid'de-Camp. 

See  Bernard's  Neutrality  of  Gr.  Brit.,  185,  where  the  above  orders  are  noticed. 

(7 )  EXPLORATIONS  IN  BARBAROUS  LANDS  (6.  p.,  THE  CONGO). 

§61. 

"  The  instructious  of  this  Government  governing  your  course  in  that 
conference  are  very  brief.  Without  more  definite  knowledge  of  the 
points  to  be  brought  before  that  conference  for  discussion,  and  of  the 
extent  to  which  it  may  feel  called  upon  to  take  cognizance  of  existing 
questions  of  territorial  jurisdiction  on  the  west  coast  of  Africa,  and  es- 
pecially at  the  mouth  of  the  Congo,  much  must  be  left  to  your  discre- 
tion. The  subject  is  one  with  which  you  became  familiar  before  your 
departure  for  your  present  post,  in  connection  with  the  action  of  Con- 
gress and  the  declaration  of  the  Executive  of  the  United  States  looking 
to  a  free  participation  in  the  trade  and  intercourse  of  that  newly-opened 
country  by  the  "vessels  and  citizens  of  the  United  States.  You  are 
aware  tliat  it  is  not  our  policy  to  intervene  in  the  affairs  of  foreign  na- 
tions to  decide  territorial  questions  between  them.  It  is  not,  however, 
understood  from  the  tenor  of  the  German  invitation  that  any  such  de- 
cisive attitude  is  likely  to  be  assumed  by  the  conference,  and  beyond 
taking  cognizance  of  such  matters  of  fact  in  relation  to  territorial  juris* 
diction  in  that  region,  as  may  be  brought  before  it  to  aid  in  an  intelli- 
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gent  discussicD  of  the  three  poiuts  embraced  in  the  German  note  of  in- 
vitation, it  is  not  seen  that  the  conference  can  take  npon  itself  any 
ffresLter  power  of  intervention  or  control  than  could  properly  be  assumed 
by  the  individaal  nations  represented  thereat." 

Mr.  FrelinghnyseD,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  EaaeoD,  Oct.  17,  1884;.MSS.  Inst., 
Germany. 

<'  The  rich  and  populous  valley  of  the  Congo  is  being  opened  to  com- 
merce by  a  society  called  the  International  African  Association,  of  which 
the  King  of  the  Belgians  is  the  president  and  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  the  chief  executive  officer.  Large  tracts  of  territory  have  been 
ceded  to  the  association  by  native  chiefs,  roads  have  been  opened,  steam- 
boats placed  on  the  river,  and  the  nuclei  of  states  established  at  twenty- 
two  stations  under  one  flag,  which  offers  freedom  to  commerce  and  pro- 
hibits the  slave  trade.  The  objects  of  the  society  are  philanthropic. 
It  does  not  aim  at  permanent  political  control,  but  seeks  the  neutrality 
of  the  valley.  The  United  States  cannot  be  indifferent  to  this  work,  nor 
to  the  interests  of  their  citizens  involved  in  it.  It  may  become  advis- 
able for  us  to  co-operate  with  other  commercial  powers  in  promoting  the 
rights  of  trade  and  residence  in  the  Congo  Valley  free  from  the  inter- 
ference or  political  control  of  any  one  nation." 

President  Arthur's  Third  Aunnal  Message,  1883. 

"  The  Independent  State  of  Congo  has  been  organized  as  a  Govern- 
ment, under  the  sovereignty  of  His  Majesty  the  King  of  the  BelgianiB, 
who  assumes  its  chief  magistracy  in  his  personal  character  only,  with- 
out making  a  new  state  dependency  of  Belgium.  It  is  fortunate  that  a 
benighted  region,  owing  all  it  has  of  quickening  civilization  to  the  benef- 
icence and  philanthropic  spirit  of  this  monarch,  should  have  the  ad- 
vantage and  security  of  his  benevolent  supervision. 

"  The  action  taken  by  this  Government  last  year  in  being  the  first  to 
recognize  the  flag  of  the  International  Association  of  the  Congo  has 
been  followed  by  formal  recognition  of  the  new  nationality  which  suc- 
ceeds to  its  sovereign  powers. 

'^A  conference  of  delegates  of  the  principal  commercial  nations  was 
held  at  Berlin  last  winter  to  discuss  methods  whereby  the  Congo  Basin 
might  be  kept  open  to  the  world's  trade.  Delegates  attended  on  behalf 
of  the  United  States  on  the  understanding  that  their  part  should  be 
merely  deliberative,  without  imparting  to  the  results  any  binding  char- 
acter, so  far  as  the  United  States  was  concerned.  This  reserve  was  due 
to  the  indisposition  of  this  Government  to  share  in  any  disposal  by  an 
international  congress  of  jurisdictional  questions  in  remote  foreign  ter- 
ritories. The  results  of  the  conference  were  embodied  in  a  formal  act 
of  the  nature  of  an  international  convention,  which  laid  down  certain 
obligations  purporting  to  be  binding  on  the  signatories,  subject  to  rati- 
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ficatioD  within  oue  year.  Notwithstanding  the  reservation  under  which 
the  delegates  of  the  United  States  attended,  their  signatures  were  at- 
tached to  the  general  act  in  the  same  manner  as  those  of  the  plenipo- 
tentiaries of  other  Governments,  thus  making  the  United  States  appear, 
without  reserve  or  qualificatiou,  as  signatories  to  a  joint  international 
engagement  imposing  on  the'signers  the  conservation  of  the  territorial 
integrity  of  distant  regions  where  we  have  no  established  interests  or 
control. 

"  This  Government  does  not,  however,  regard  its  reservation  of  liberty 
of  action  in  the  premises  as  at  all  impaired ;  and  holding  that  an  engage- 
ment to  share  in  the  obligation  of  enforcing  neutrality  in  the  remote 
valley  of  the  Congo  would  be  an  alliance  whose  responsibilities  we  are 
not  in  a  position  to  assume,  I  abstain  from  asking  the  sanction  of  the 
Senate  to  that  generjl  act. 

"  The  correspondence  will  be  laid  before  jou,  and  the  instructive  and 
interesting  report  of  the  agent  sent  by  this  Government  to  the  Congo 
country,  and  his  recommendations  for  the  establishment  of  commer- 
cial agencies  on  the  African  coast,  axe  also  submitted  for  your  con- 
sideration.'' 

President  Cleveland's  First  Annual  Message,  1885. 

"As  you  are  aware,  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  in  authoriz- 
ing the  attendance  of  Mr.  Kasson  as  a  delegate  to  the  conference  of 
Berlin,  and  of  Mr.  Saudford  as  an  associate  delegate,  did  so  under  ex- 
pressed reservations,  among  which  was  the  understanding  that  those 
gentlemen  were  without  plenipotentiary  powers,  and  that  this  Govern- 
ment, in  its  sovereign  discretion,  reserved  wholly  the  right  thereafter 
to  accede  or  withhold  its  accession  to  the  results  of  that  conference. 

"  It  appears,  however,  that  their  signatures  were  attached  to  the  gen- 
eral act  in  the  same  manner  as  those  of  the  plenipotentiaries  of  other 
Governments,  and  that  the  United  States  are  thus  made  to  appear  as 
signatories  to  a  general  international  treaty,  imposing  on  the  signatories 
a  common  duty  in  respect  of  the  conservation  of  the  territorial  integrity 
and  neutrality  of  distant  regions  where  this  Government  has  no  estab- 
lished interests  or  control  of  any  kind. 

"This  Government  does  not,  however,  regard  its  prior  and  entire  res- 
ervation of  liberty  of  action  in  the  premises  as  at  all  thereby  impaired. 
And  until  the  United  States  shall,  by  subsequent  accession  and  ratifica- 
tion of  the  general  act  of  the  conference  of  Berlin  in  the  manner  therein 
provided,  and  according  to  their  constitutional  forms,  become  a  party 
to  the  stipulations  thereof,  it  will  be  impossible  to  determine  the  due 
and  proper  weight  to  be  given  by  this  Government  to  the  declaration 
and  claim  which  is  thus  communicated  by  Mr.  van  Eetvelde  on  behalf 
of  the  Independent  State  of  the  Congo.  But  this  reservation  is  wholly 
distinct  from  the  recognition  of  the  sovereign  status  of  the  Independent 
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State  of  the  Congo,  which  does  not  rest  upon  the  conveutional  arrange- 
iDent8  contemplated  by  the  conference  of  Berlin." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tree,  Sept.  11,  1885;  MSS.  Inst.,  Belg.;  For. 

Bel.,  1885. 
For  correspoDdence  on  this  topio  see  For.Rel.,  1885,  57  jf. 
As  to  agency  to  the  Congo,  se^  Mr.  Frelinghnysen  to  Mr.  Tisdcl,  Sept.  8,  1884 ; 

MSS.  Notes,  Special  Missions.  * 

See  discussion  of  the  Congo  question  in  review  by  M.  de  Martens ;  Revae  de 

Droit  Int.,  18r6,113. 

''  The  President  having  deemed  it  inexpedient  to  submit  the  general 
act  of  the  Berlin  [Congo]  Conference  to  the  Senate  with  a  view  to  ob- 
tain the  constitutional  concurrence  of  that  body,  and  having  announced 
his  views  thereon  in  his  annual  message  of  the  8th  of  December  last  (of 
which  I  inclose  copies  for  your  convenient  information),  I  am  unpre- 
pared to  ask,  through  the  United  States  minister  at  Berlin,  as  your  note 
suggests,  that  the  term  for  the  exchange  of  ratifications  be  kept  open 
in  favor  of  the  United  States.  Kor  am  I  at  present  prepared  to  make 
such  announcement  to  your  Government  as  might  be  construed  to  be  a 
formal  and  final  rejection  of  the  general  act  by  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  von  Alvensleben,  April  16,  1886;  MSS.  Notes, 
Germany. 

(8)  Intercession  in  extreme  oases  of  political  offenders. 

§52. 

On  March  15,  1793,  Mr.  Jefferson,  Secretary  of  State,  instructed  Mr. 
Gouverneur  Morris,  minister  to  France,  to  say,  whenever  it  would  be  ef- 
fectual, to  any  foreign  Government  by  whom  General  La  Fayette  might 
beheld  in  custody,  ''  that  our  Government  and  nation,  faithful  in  their 
attachments  to  this  gentleman  for  the  services  he  has  rendered  them, 
feel  a  lively  interest  in  his  welfare,  and  will  view  his  liberation  as  a 
mark  of  consideration  and  friendship  for  the  United  States,  and  as  a 
new  motive  for  esteem  and  a  reciprocation  of  kind  offices  towards  the 
power  to  whom  they  shall  be  indebted  for  this  act.'' 

This  application,  however,  was  considered  afterwards  to  be  personal 
rather  than  official. 

"  The  uniform  policy  of  this  Government  has  been  not  to  interfere  in 
the  domestic  affairs  of  other  nations.  This  policy  was  wisely  estab- 
lished by  President  Washington,  who  carried  it  so  far  as  to  refuse  to 
interfere  officially  for  the  release  of  La  Fayette,  his  friend  and  compan- 
ion in  arms,  who  was  incarcerated  for  many  years  in  the  prison  at  Ol- 
miitz." 

Mr.  CrittendeD,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  PmyD,  Oct.  8,  1851 ;  MSS.  Dom. 

Let. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  will,  through  the  Secretary 
of  State,  interpose  its  good  offices  for  the  alleviation  of  the  punishment 
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of  citizens  of  the  UniU^d  States  convicted  in  a  foreign  country  of  polit- 
ical offenses  against  sach  country. 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cushing,  Ang.  27, 1842;  MSS.  Dom.  Let 

The  laws  of  Turkey  "  whereby  the  penalty  of  death  is  denounced 
against  the  Mussulman  who  embraces  Christianity,"  however  outra- 
geous, do  not  justify  an  appeal  from  this  Government  for  their  repeal. 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Spence,  Dec.  28, 1855 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey. 

No  intercession  will  be  offered  when  it  involves  an  impeachment  of 
the  character  of  the  Government  addressed.  Hence,  in  December  8, 
1858,  the  Department  declined  to  address  the  Papal  Government  in 
reference  to  certain  acts  of  alleged  cruelty  permitted  in  Bologna. 

Mr.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hart,  Dec.  8,  1858 ;  MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

The  same  position  was  taken  by  Mr.  Cass  on  Jan.  4,  1859,  in  declining  to  inters 

vene  in  behalf  of  the  "  Mortara  boy,''  alleged  to  have  been  abducted  and 

forcibly  baptized  by  Papal  authorities. 

"  The  capture  of  the  Prince  Maximilian  in  Queretaro  by  the  republi- 
can armies  of  Mexico  seems  probable.  The  reported  severity  practiced 
on  the  prisoners  taken  at  Zacateca^  excites  apprehension  that  similar 
severity  may  be  practiced  in  the  case  of  the  prince  and  his  alien  troops. 
Such  severities  would  be  injurious  to  the  national  cause  of  Mexico  and 
to  the  republican  system  throughout  the  world. 

'*  You  will  communicate  to  President  Juarez  promptly,  and  by  effect- 
ual means,  the  desire  of  this  Government^  that  in  case  of  capture  the 
prince  and  his  supporters  may  receive  the  humane  treatment  accorded 
by  civilized  nations  to  prisoners  of  war." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Campbell,  Apr.  6, 1867;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mexico. 

"  The  judgment  of  mankind  is  that  in  revolutionary  movements  which 
are  carried  on  by  large  masses,  and  which  appeal  to  popular  sympathy, 
capital  executions  of  individuals  who  fall  within  the  power  of  the  Gov- 
ernment are  unwise  and  often  unjust.  Such  severity,  when  practiced 
upon  a  citizen  of  a  foreign  state,  excites  a  new  sympathy  by  enlisting 
feelings  of  nationality  and  patriotism. 

"  The  fellow-citizens  at  home  of  the  sufferer  in  a  foreign  country  nat- 
urally incline  to  believe  that  the  just  and  generous  principle  to  which 
I  have  referred  is  violated  in  his  case.  The  soundness  of  this  principle 
is  quite  easily  understood  after  the  revolutionary  movement  is  ended, 
although  it  is  difficult  to  accept  the  truth  in  the  midst  of  revolutionary 
terror  or  violence.  When  the  President  of  the  United  States  dismissed 
the  prosecutions  in  the  United  States  courts  of  the  so-called  Fenians 
who  attempted  an  unlawful  and  forbidden  invasion  of  Canada,  and  re- 
turned them  to  their  homes  at  the  expense  of  the  Government,  and  at 
the  same  time  obtained,  through  the  wise  counsels  of  Sir  Frederick 
Bruce  and  the  Governor-General  of  Canada,  a  mitigation  of  the  capital 
punishments  adjudged  against  those  who  were  convicted  in  the  Cana- 
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dian  courts,  the  President  adopted  proceedings  which  have  practically 
assured  the  continuance  of  peace  upon  the  Canadian  border.  It  was 
believed  here  that  similar  clemency  could  be  practiced  in  the  Manches- 
ter case  with  benign  results.  Your  dispatch  leads  us  to  believe  that 
Her  Majesty's  Government  was  so  thoroughly  convinced  of  the  neces- 
sity of  pursuing  a  different  course  in  that  case  that  further  interposition 
than  that  which  you  adopted  would  have  been  unavailing  and  injurious 
to  citizens  of  the  United  States.  Certainly  it  belonged  to  the  British 
Government  to  decide  whether  the  principle  which  we  invoked  could  be 
wisely  applied  in  the  Manchester  case." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to   Mr.  Adams,  Dec.  9,  1867;   MSS.  Inst.,  Great 
Britain. 

**Although  this  [a  proclamation  by  the  Governor-General  of  Ouba, 
threatening  death  to  insurgents  taken  prisoners  with  arms  in  their 
hands]  is  a  measure  touching  the  internal  affairs  of  a  country  which  is 
within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Government  of  that  country,  it 
seems  to  be  of  a  character  so  inhuman  and  so  much  at  variance  with 
the  practice  of  Christian  and  civilized  states  in  modern  times  under 
similar  circumstances,  that  this  Government  regards  it  as  its  duty 
merely  as  a  friend  of  Spain,  to  protest  and  remonstrate  against  the  car- 
rying it  into  effect.'' 

Mr.  Fisb,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Roberts,  Jan.  8,  1872 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Spain. 

For  Mr.  Webster's  letter  of  intercession  for  parties  taken  on  Lopes  expedition, 

see  6  Webster's  Works,  515,  and  see  Sen.  Ex.  Doc.  No.  41,  31st  Cong.,  2d 

sess. ;  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  2,  32d  Cong.,  1st  sess. ;  id.,  Ex.  Doc.  No.  16. 
As  to  interposition  of  the  United  States  in  1851,  bringing  Hnngarian  exiles  ftom 

Turkey  to  the  United  States  in  a  national  ship,  see  supra,  $  48 ;  2  Cnrtis's  Life 

of  Webster,  560-'l. 
As  to  interposition  with  the  British  Government  in  favor  of  certain  Fenian 

prisoners  captured  in  Canada,  see  Mr.  Seward,  Report  to  the  President,  Joly 

26, 1866 ;  MSS.  Report  Book  No.  9.    (See  also  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  154,  39th 

Cong.,  1st  sess.) 
For  the  application  of  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  the  Spanish  Government  for 

the  release  of  Santa  Rosa,  in  1872,  see  Mr.  Fish  to  Admiral  Polo,  Dec.  17, 

1872 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Spain ;  For.  Rel.,  1873. 

'^  Mr.  Frelinghu^'sen  informed  Mr.  Lowell  of  the  action  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  as  contained  in  the  resolution  of  December  10,  re- 
peated his  former  instruction  to  consider  the  citizenship  of  O'Donnell 
established,  and  concluded  by  saying : 

''  ^  There  being  in  Great  Britain  no  judicial  examination  on  appeal  of 
the  proceedings  at  a  criminal  trial,  possible  errors  can  only  be  corrected 
through  a  new  trial  or  by  executive  action  upon  the  sentence.  There- 
fore this  Government  is  anxious  that  such  careful  examination  be  given 
to  the  proceedings  in  this  case  as  to  discover  error,  should  one  have 
been  committed.  You  are  therefore  directed  by  the  President  to  re- 
quest a  delay  of  the  execution  of  the  sentence,  and  that  a  careful  exam- 

239 


§  53.]  INTERVENTION.  [CHAP.  IH. 

ination  of  the  case  be  made  by  Her  Majesty's  Government,  and  that  the 
prisoner's  counsel  be  permitted  to  present  any  alleged  points  of  error.'" 

0 

Telegram,  Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lowell,  Dec.  11,  18R3 ;  MSS. 

Inst.,  Gr.  Brit. ;  For.  Rel.,  18a3. 
As  to  joint  resolatlon  of  Congress  for  intercession  in  Condon's  case,  see  injraf 

5  230. 

(9)  International  courts  in  semioivilized  or  barbarous  lands. 

§53. 

This  subject,  so  far  as  concerns  the  action  of  consular  courts,  is 
hereafter  considered.    Infra^  §  125. 

"I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  Sir  Edward  Thorn- 
ton's note  of  the  12th  ultimo,  in  relation  to  the  proposed  commission 
of  liquidation  for  the  settlement  of  the  Egyptian  debts,  which  has  re- 
sulted from  the  negotiations  carried  on  for  some  time  between  the  Gov- 
ernments of  Great  Britain,  Austria-Hungary,  France,  Germany,  and 
Italy,  and  have  given  the  most  considerate  attention  to  the  statements 
therein  presented  respecting  the  Khedival  decree  of  March  31  last,  and 
the  declaration  of  the  same  date  signed  by  the  representatives  of  the 
five  powers  above  mentioned,  of  which  documents  you  kindly  furnish 
me  with  copies. 

'<It  appears  from  those  documents,  taken  conjointly  with  your  state- 
ments, that  the  five  powers,  whose  subjects  own  nearly  the  whole  of  the 
Egyptian  debt,  have  organized  among  themselves  a  commission  of  liqui- 
dation for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  whether  large  or  small,  whose  in- 
terests are  confided  to  its  prudence;  that  the  same  powers  have  united 
in  a  declaration  to  the  end  of  giving  force  of  law  to  the  decisions  which 
the  commission  shall  have  arrived  at;  that  thd  five  Cabinets  are  desirous 
that  the  decisions  of  the  commission  should  hold  applicable  with  like 
force  to  creditors  belonging  to  powers  which,  while  not  represented  in 
the  preliminary  negotiations  for  the  commission,  or  in  the  commission 
itself,  have  concurred  in  establishing  the  legal  administration  of  Egypt 
by  participating  in  the  establishment  of  the  mixed  tribunals;  that  to 
this  end  the  adherence  of  such  powers  to  the  work  of  the  commission  is 
requested,  in  order  that  those  tribunals  may  have  unimpeded  jurisdic- 
tion over  cases  of  rescinded  contracts  and  other  questions  which  may 
arise  under  the  operations  of  the  commission;  and  that  you  are  in- 
structed by  your  Government  to  ask  the  formal  adhesion  of  that  of  the 
United  States  to  the  joint  declaration  referred  to.  Hence  you  ask  that 
I  will  acquaint  you,  so  soon  as  it  may  be  in  my  power,  with  the  views 
of  this  Government  upon  the  subject. 

**The  important  question  to  which  the  attention  of  this  Government 
is  thus  called  had  already  had  carefal  consideration,  based  upon  the  ap- 
lication  directly  made  to  it  by  that  of  His  Highness  the  Khedive  through 
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the  United  States  agent  at  Cairo,  and  also  upon  the  approaches  made 
to  it  by  that  of  France  in  the  sense  of  obtaining  the  adhesion  of  the 
D  nited  States  to  the  scheme.  The  first  results  of  that  consideration  were 
not,  on  the  whole,  favorable  to  the  concurrence  of  the  United  States  in 
the  proposal  of  the  foreign  powers,  and  the  expressed  opinion  of  the 
Department  was  that  the  United  States  Government  did  not  feel  called 
upon  to  accept,  in  advance,  SbS  binding  upon  its  citizens,  the  action  of  a 
commission  in  the  organization  of  which  neither  it  nor  they  had  had  any 
part.  Although,  so  far  as  was  known,  the  interests  of  American  citi- 
zens concerned  in  contracts  and  like  engagements  with  the  Egyptian 
Government  were  not  so  numerous  or  important  as  to  make  participa- 
tion in  the  organization  of  the  commission  an  indispensable  requisite, 
yet  it  was  regarded  as  proper  to  leave  undecided,  for  the  time  being  at 
least,  the  question  of  the  acceptability  of  such  action  as  that  commis- 
sion might  hereafter  take  so  far  as  concerned  its  operation  upon  the 
rights  of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  this  view  was  strengthened 
by  the  natural  desire  of  the  United  States  to  take  no  action  which,  on 
the  one  hand,  might  be  tantamount  to  enforcing  its  own  procedure  aad 
remedies,  in  conjunction,  with  other  powers,  upon  the  Khedival  Gov- 
ernment in  matters  of  its  own  internal  economy,  and,  on  the  other, 
might  forego  the  reservation  of  the  rights  of  United  Stiites  citizens  in 
their  direct  relations  to  the  Egyptian  Government,  in  case  the  dispar- 
agement of  such  rights  should  call  for  diplomatic  representations  in 
their  defense. 

"  In  leaning  to  the  adoption  of  such  a  course  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States,  it  was,  however,  entirely  foreign  to  the  purposes  of  this  Gov- 
ernment to  interfere  with,  or  embarrass  in  any  way,  the  financial  rela- 
tions of  the  Khedive  toward  the  other  powers,  or  the  adjustment,  by 
whatever  means  it  and  they  might  determine,  of  such  obligations  as 
might  have  arisen  and  become  matters  of  dispute  or  compromise  be- 
tween them.  It  was  not  perceived  that  the  attitude  of  discreet  re- 
serve, which  thus  so  properly  commended  itself  to  this  Government  in 
respect  of  a  matter  wherein  it,  as  a  Government,  had  no  direct  con- 
cern, and  wherein  the  interests  of  its  citizens  were  amply  guarded  by 
the  direct  relations  it  maintains  so  happily  with  the  Government  of  the 
Khedive,  could  be  regarded  as  interfering  with  the  entire  freedom  of 
that  Government  to  make  any  administrative  adjustment  of  its  finan- 
cial relations  with  Governments  having  representation  in  such  admin- 
istration. 

'*  While  holding  these  views,  therefore,  and  expressing  them  frankly 
through  the  medium  of  its  diplomatic  representation  at  Cairo,  ihe  Gov- 
ernment  of  the  United  States  held  itself  ready  to  receive  and  consider 
in  the  most  friendly  spirit  any  indications  which  the  Khedive's  Govern- 
ment might  present  of  embarrassment  caused  to  it  on  this  account. 

"Matters  being  in  this  state,  advices  from  the  representative  of  the 
United  States  at  Cairo  were  received,  exhibiting  the  apparent  interest 
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of  the  Egyptiau  Goverinnent  itself  in  the  solutioDS  reached  by  the  com- 
mission  of  liquidation,  and  soliciting  in  the  most  unequivocal  and  earn- 
est manner  the  concurrence  of  the  United  States  in  order  to  remove  the 
embarrassments  \vhich  it  was  represented  would  flow  from  the  attempt 
on  the  part  of  the  Khedive's  Government  to  apply,  through  the  tribunals, 
the  decisions  of  the  commission  without  the  adhesion  of  the  powers 
represented  in  the  organization  of  those  tribunals;  and  these  consid- 
erations induced  this  Government  to  waive  its  reserve  and  accord  its 
adhesion  to  the  administrative  plan  upon  which  the  Government  of  His 
Highness  the  Khedive  seemed  to  put  so  much  value. 

"  The  diplomatic  agent  of  the  United  States  at  Cairo  was  accordingly 
instructed,  on  the  17th  instant,  by  telegraph,  to  give  the  adhesion  of 
this  Government,  if  that  of  Egypt  regarded  it  as  material  to  the  scheme, 
and  I  am  since  in  receipt  of  advices  that  he  has  done  so." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Drummond,  July  30,  1880 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Gr. 

Brit.;  For.  Rel.,  1880. 
A  similar  commuDi cation  was  addressed,  the  same  day,  to  the  representatives 

of  Austria-Hnngary,  France,  Germany,  and  Italy.- 
As  to  institution  of  international  conrts  in  I^ypt,  see  Mr.  Seward,  Sec  of  State, 

to  Mr.  Adams,  April  13,  1868 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Great  Britain. 

(10)  Good  offices  for  missionaries  abroad. 

§54. 

Missionaries  sent  out  by  religious  communions  in  the  United  States 
to  Mohammedan  or  pagan  lands  '*  are  entitled  to  all  the  protection  which 
the  law  of  nations  allows  the  Government  to  extend  to  citizens  who  re- 
side in  foreign  countries  in  the  pursuit  of  their  lawful  avocations,  but  it 
would  be  a  source  of  endless  embarrassment  to  attempt  to  reverse  the 
decisions  of  regular  tribunals"  when  such  missionaries  are  condemned 
for  teaching  doctrines  not  tolerated  by  the  secular  power,  in  cases  where 
there  is  no  treaty  guarantee  for  their  toleration. 

Mr.  Everett,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Marsh,  Feh.  5,  lbT>3 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey. 

The  Government   of  the  United  States,  while  protecting  citizens  of 
the  United  States  in  Turkey  so  far  as  concerns  their  international  rights, 
cannot  in  any  way  assume  a  protectorship  of  Christian  communions  in 
Turkey,  as  is  done  by  some  European  powers,  nor  in  any  way  under 
take  to  determine  their  dissensions. 

Mr.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  WiUiams,  Oct.  22,  1860;  MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey. 

"  It  is  a  matter  of  regret  that  the  Christian  missionaries  of  the  United 
States  and  of  Hawaii  to  the  Micronesian  group  should  have  experienced 
any  obstacle  in  the  prosecution  of  their  calling,  and  especially  that  they 
should  have  been  wronged  in  their  person  and  property  by  the  savage 
aborigines.  It  is  hoped  that  the  vessel  of  war  which,  it  is  understood, 
has  been  ordered  thither,  will  have  the  effect  of  preventing  any  fiirthor 
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oatrages  upon  our  citizens.  Our  right,  however,  to  (iemand  redress  for 
injuries  to  subjects  of  the  Hawaiian  Kingdom,  independent,  though  a 
friendly  state,  may  be  regarded  as  questionable.  We  should,  conse- 
quently, prefer  not  to  direct  an  application  to  be  made  in  their  behalf, 
notwithstanding  the  connection  between  missionaries  of  this  country 
and  those  of  Hawaii,  adverted  to  by  Mr.  Harris  in  his  note  to  you  of 
the  26th  February.  Still,  as  the  native  inhabitants  of  Micronesia  are 
not  understood  to  acknowledge  the  obligations  of  the  law  of  nations,  it 
will  be  competent  for,  and  there  would  be  no  objection  to,  a  United 
States  naval  commander  interposing  in  behalf  of  any  subjects  of  the 
Hawaiian  Kingdom  to  protect  them  against  any  further  injuries  with 
which  they  might  be  threatened  during  his  abode  in  Micronesia." 

Mr.  Fisb,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Peirce,  Apr.  6,  1870;  MSS.  Inst.,  Hawaii. 

The  minister  of  the  United  States  at  Constantinople  may  employ  his 
good  offices  with  the  Turkish  authorities  to  obtain  for  the  Syrian  Prot- 
estant College  authority  to  grant  medical  degrees.  This  privilege,  how- 
ever, is  not  to  be  claimed  as  a  matter  of  right,  either  under  public  law 
or  treaty,  but  merely  as  a  mark  of  good- will. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Brown,  July  31,  1871 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey. 

"  I  have  received  your  dispatch  No.  28,  of  the  6th  ultimo,  inclosing 
correspondence  between  yourself  and  the  vice-consul-general  at  Beinit, 
in  regard  to  the  ^  amount  of  protection,  if  any,  consuls  can  give  to  the 
teachers,  pupils,  and  natives  who  have  been  converted  through  the 
ministry  of  the  American  missionaries,  from  persecution  on  account  of 
their  religious  belief.' 

"  In  replj',  I  have  to  state  that  the  general  position  and  principles 
advanced  by  you  on  the  subject  are  correct,  and  are  within  the  provis- 
ion of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Turkey,  and  your  com- 
munication to  the  vice-consul-general  is  approved.'' 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Brown,  Doc.  5,  1871 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey ;  For. 
.  Eel.,  1871. 

This  instruction  was  in  response  to  the  following : 

No.  4ri7. 

Mr.  Brotcn  to  Mr.  Fish. 

No.  28.]  Legatiox  OF  the  United  States, 

Constantinoplef  November  a f  187 L    (Received  December  3.) 

*'  Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  transmitto  the  Department  copies  of  a  correspondence  with 
the  cousnlate-general  at  Beirut,  and  to  reqnest  most  respectfnlly  yonr  instructions  on 
the  subject  to  which  it  relates. 

'*  I  have  very  great  respect  for  aU  of  the  American  missionaries  in  all  parts  of  this 
country,  and  many  of  them  are  personal  friends.  They  are  folly  entitled  to  all  the 
protection  which  the  legation  can  secure  for  them.  The  opinions  which  I  have  ex- 
pressed in  my  reply  to  the  vice-consul-general  are  based  upon  my  experience  and 
knowledge  of  the  feelings  of  the  Tnrkish  Government. 

lhave,&c.,  JOHN  P    BROWN. 
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ikfr^  Bratcn  to  Mr.  Hay, 

Legation  of  the  United  States, 

Constantinople,  November  4,  1871. 

Sir  :  I  have  hod  the  honor  to  receive  your  dispatch  of  the  11th  October,  asking 
instrnctions  from  me  on  the  subject  of  the  amount  of  protection,  if  any,  consuls  may 
give  to  the  teachers,  pupils,  and  natives  who  have  been  converted  through  the  minis- 
try of  the  American  missionaries,  from  persecution  on  account  of  their  religious 
belief. 

As  I  am  not  in  possession  of  any  instructions  from  the  Department  of  State  on  the 
subject,  and  as  it  is  one  that  must  greatly  interest  the  missionaries  in  Syria,  I  shall 
now  transmit  to  it  a  copy  of  your  dispatch  and  of  my  reply,  for  its  consideration.  It 
is  for  the  first  time,  that  I  am  aware  of,  that  such  a  request  has  been  submitted  to  the 
legation  from  missionaries  in  any  part  of  Turkey ;  and  I  must  regret  that  anything 
has  now  occurred  to  render  it  necessary. 

It  seems  to  me  that  much  as  the  Government  of  the  United  States  may  be  interested 
in  the  principle  of  religions  liberty  and  toleration  in  all  parts  of  the  world,  the  ques- 
tion is  one  of  so  much  delicacy,  when  it  relates  to  other  countries  and  Governments, 
as  to  prevent  its  direct  official  interference  to  sustain  it. 

By  reference  to  the  fifth  article  of  the  treaty,  yon  will  perceive  that  it  has  been 
established  that  the  legation  and  consulates  of  the  United  States  shall  not  protect 
Ottoman  subjects,  either  openly  or  secretly,  &;c.f  and  the  same  principle  yon  will  find 
repeated  in  your  berat  or  exequatur  of  the  consul-general.  I  do  not  see  how  this  stip- 
ulation can  be  departed  from  on  the  ground  of  religious  toleration  in  this  country. 
Although  the  Ottoman  Government  tolerates  the  labors  of  missionaries  among  its  sub- 
jects, it  does  so  unwillingly,  and  is  not  disposed  to  favor  or  promote  them.  With  this 
fact  before  me  I  cannot  instruct  yon  to  claim  a  right  to  give  your  official  protection  to 
the  individuals  aforestated.  I  believe  the  local  authorities  will  not  allow  it.  The 
question  will  then  be  referred  by  them  and  yourself  here,  and  I  shall  have  invited 
upon  the  legation  a  question  of  an  untenable  nature.  The  recent  case  of  the  teacher 
of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Jessup  offers  an  evidence-of  what  I  state.  I  certainly  do  not  advise 
yon  from  refraining  to  offer  your  officious  solicitations  in  behalf  of  any  clearly  estab- 
lished cases  of  religious  persecution,  be  the  sufferer  whomever  he  may,  or  whatever 
his  faith,  and  from  invoking  the  well-known  liberal  principles  of  the  Ottoman  Govern- 
ment in  such  matters ;  but  this  phould  be  done  with  much  discretion.  It  would  be 
certainly  an  error  to  interfere  in  the  affairs  of  the  individuals  you  allude  to  discon- 
nected with  religion. 

You  are  misinformed  on  the  subject  of  any  <'  Mussulman  who,  for  having  embraced 
Christianity,  may  be  put  to  death."  Several  years  ago  the  Sultan  officially  declared 
that  this  principle  of  Islam  holy  law  should  never  be  practiced ;  and  there  are  now 
some  few  Christians  here  who  were  once  Moslems,  residing  at  the  capital,  and  in  fre- 
quent intercourse  with  the  higher  functionaries  of  the  Government.  I  am  probably 
better  acquainted  than  yourself  with  its  feelings.  I  would,  therefore,  not  encourage 
you  to  do  what,  though  very  creditable  to  your  feelings  as  a  Protestant,  I  should  not 
be  able  to  sustain  you  in. 

You  may,  however,  easily  verify  what  I  have  stated  by  putting  forward  a  claim  to 
protect  the  individuals  mentioned  in  your  dispatch. 

As  to  the  American  missionaries,  I,  of  course,  need  not  add  that  every  possible  means 
should  be  adopted  for  their  protection.  Their  dwellings  and  establishments  are  invio- 
late, and  will  never,  I  presume,  be  molested. 

I  am,  &c., 

JOHN  P.  BROWN. 
J.  Baldwin  Hay,  Esq., 

United  States  Vice-Consul-Generalf  Beirut. 
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Mr,  Hay  to  Mr.  'El^oxvn. 

United  States  Consulate-General, 

Beirut,  October  11,  1871. 

Sir  :  I  have  the  hoDor  to  acknowledge  your  official  note,  dated  the  19th  ultimo,  on  the 
protection  alleged  to  have  been  given  by  the  United  States  oonsolar  agent  at  Tripoli 
to  an  employ^  of  the  Rev.  Mr.  H.  S.  Jeasup.  This  is  the  first  that  I  have  heard  of  the 
affair,  and  I  have  requested  Mr.  Tanni  to  give  me  full  particulars  of  the  case,  and  to 
what  extent  he  has  protected  the  said  employ^ ;  and  I  shall  send  you  his  report  as  soon 
as  received. 

In  the  meanwhile  allow  me  to  request  special  instructions  respecting  the  claim  of 
American  missionaries  in  Syria  to  official  protection  in  their  vocation. 

The  American  missionary  enters  the  Ottoman  Empire  with  the  avowed  object  of 
teaching  the  Christian  religion  to  the  subjects  of  this  Empire,  not  secretly,  but  openly. 
The  Ottoman  Government,  by  reason  of  according  them  permission  to  teach  and  preach 
the  Christian  religion,  and  to  open  schools,  cannot  justly  offer  them  any  molestation 
or  hindrance  in  pursuing  their  object,  nor  can  it  consistently  injure,  threaten,  or  per- 
secute such  of  its  subjects  as  may  embrace  the  religion  which  it  allows  the  missionaries 
to  teach.  If  a  Mohammedan  subject  of  Turkey  embraces  Christianity,  by  the  laws 
of  Mohammedanism  his  evidence  is  worthless,  and  he  can  be  put  to  death ;  but  a  recent 
decree  of  the  Sultan  proclaims  religious  toleration  throughout  the  Empire.  This  decree 
is  not  practically  enforced  in  Syria,  and  American  missionaries  often  desire  and  expect 
consular  interposition  to  succor  persecuted  native  teachers  and  native  converts.  *  Such 
a  course  is  offensive  to  the  local  authorities,  who  are  secretly  (if  not  openly)  upheld 
in  Constantinople  by  their  superiors. 

Only  the  firm  preesure  of  Chriaiian  nations  caused  the  Sultan  to  proclaim  religious 
liberty,  and  a  const<int  pressure  is  absolutely  necessary  to  secure  this  liberty  of  con- 
science to  converts  who  desire  to  experience  its  benefit. 

Having  thus  briefly  stated  the  position  of  American  missionaries  in  Syria,  I  earnestly 

desire  instructions  as  to  how  far  they  are  to  be  protected  in  their  calling,  and  to 

what  extent,  if  any,  consuls  can  protect  their  teachers,  their  pupils,  and  the  natives 

who  have  been  converted  by  their  ministry.     (The  word  protection  in  this  case  means 

protection  from  persecution  on  account  of  religious  belief.) 

I  am,  &c., 

J.  BALDWIN  HAY, 

Vice-  Consul-  General, 
Hon.  John  P.  Brown,  i 

United  States  Minister y  Constantinople, 

As  to  protection  to  be  afforded  to  missionaries  in  China,  see  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of 
State,  to  Mr.  Avery,  July  30, 1875 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  China.  As  to  Chinese  toler- 
ation in  this  respect,  see  infra,  $$67, 144. 

"  I  traDsmit  herewith  for  your  information  the  inclosed  copies  of  dis- 
patches No.  67,  of  January  18  last,  and  Ko.  323,  of  the  5th  ultimo,  from 
oar  consul  at  Beirut,  Syria,  and  consul-general  at  Constantinople,  in 
relation  to  the  difficulties  encountered  by  American  citizens  and  grad- 
uates of  the  American  college  at  Beirut  in  their  endeavor  to  practice 
their  profession  in  the  Ottoman  Dominions. 

<^To  some  extent  the  onerous  and  unjust  discriminations  of  the  Turk- 
ish authorities  in  respect  of  this  general  subject  are  familiar  to  your 
legation,  the  case  of  the  late  Dr.  Calhoun  being  a  recent  one  in  point. 

^*  In  that  case^  where  it  was  sought  to  impose  unreasonable  restric- 
tions in  regard  to  Dr.  Calhoun's  medical  practice,  the  Department  en- 
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deavored  to  secure  for  him  only  such  treatment  in  respect  to  his  ex- 
amination as  was  enjoyed  by  medical  practitioners,  citizens  or  sub- 
jects of  other  countries,  residing  and  practicing  in  Turkey.  So.  too, 
in  the  present  instance,  where  the  cases  are  practically  the  same,  we 
ask  only  fair  and  impartial  treatment  for  our  citizens  who  desire  to  follow 
their  profession  in  that  countr3\ 

"  It  is  diflScult  to  believe  that  the  Turkish  Government  would  know- 
ingly permit  its  local  authorities  to  so  unjustly  discriminate  against 
American  medical  practitioners.  This  is  the  more  singular  and  to  be 
regretted  when  it  is  remembered  that  our  citizens  have  been  regularly 
graduated  from  the  college  at  Beirut,  a  chartered  and  trustworthy  insti- 
tution, having  authority  to  confer  such  diplomas,  and  in  view  of  the 
undoubted  statement  that  no  such  exactions  as  are  sought  to  be  im[)0$ed 
upon  our  citizens  are  attempted  or  enforced  against  medical  practitioners 
of  other  nationalities,  even  when  they  have  not  followed  any  prescribed 
course  of  study.  Yet  this  is  precisely  the  situation  as  represented  by 
Mr.  Eobeson,  whose  strenuous  efforts  have  unfortunately  been  thus  far 
unavailing  to  stop  or  prevent  so  unjust  a  discriminatory  practice.  Nor, 
I  regret  to  add,  so  far  as  Mr.  Heap's  knowledge  goes,  have  those  which 
have  been  put  forth  by  the  legation  or  consulate-general  for  the  relief 
of  our  citizens  in  such  cases  been  hardly  more  satisfactory,  notwith- 
standing the  orders  and  promises  of  the  Turkish  Government.  The 
faculty  of  the  colh»ge  at  Beirut  now  hope  for  one  of  the  following  priv- 
ileges : 

"First.  A  charter  as  an  independent  medical  college,  with  power  to 
grant  legal  degrees  in  medicine  and  surgery. 

"Second.  The  privilege  of  granting  degrees  in  medicine  and  surgery, 
which,  to  be  legalized,  shall  be  forwarded  to  Constantinople  through 
the  American  minister  or  consulate-general,  to  be  signed  and  sealed  by 
the  Imperial  College  officials. 

"Third.  Failing  in  either  of  these,  the  appointment  of  an  examining 
board  of  Government  physicians  in  Beirut  or  Damascus,  with  power  to 
grant  a  certificate  to  the  graduates  of  the  American  college  after  they 
have  passed  a  satisfactory  examination  before  the  said  board,  which 
certificate  shall  authorize  the  holder  to  practice  medicine  anywhere  in 
the  Ottoman  Empire. 

"  These  propositions  appear  reasonable  and  just,  and  any  one  of  them, 
if  adopted,  would  doubtless  afford  a  practical  and  satisfactory  solution 
of  the  present  difficulties  surrounding  American  medical  practitioners  in 
that  country.  In  the  opinion  of  this  Government,  therefore,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Turkey  should  be  willing  to  grant  one  or  the  other  of  these 
privileges,  and  enforce  a  compliance  of  its  orders  by  the  local  authori- 
ties throughout  the  Empire. 

"The  inclosed  correspondence  will  enable  you  to  fully  and  carefully 
present  this  subject  to  the  Government  of  the  Porte.  This  you  will 
accordingly  do,  and  endeavor  to  obtain  through  the  adoption  of  one  of 
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the  courses  suggested  above,  or  some  other  equally  satisfactory  method, 
recognition  of  the  competent  diplomas  issued  by  the  American  college 
at  Beirut  to  its  medical  graduates. 

"This  Government  is  disposed  to  admit  that  every  country  has  the 
right  to  prescribe  the  mode  of  recognition  of  medical  practitioners  within 
its  borders.  While  granting  this,  it  is  only  reasonable  to  expect,  there- 
fore, that  any  regulations  governing  in  such  cases  should  be  fair  and 
impartial,  and  not  discriminate  in  favor  of  any  one  nationality.  All 
that  is  demanded  in  the  interest  of  our  citizens  is  that  the  rule  adopted 
shall  be  uniform  and  without  any  practical  discrimination  against  duly 
graduated  American  practitioners.  Common  justice  and  international 
intercourse  alike  suggest  that  no  other  course  should  be  recognized  or 
permitted.'' 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Wallace,  March  27, 1884 ;  MSS.  Inst., 
Turkey  ;  For.  Rel.,  1884. 

"The  question  of  the ^er«onaZ  protection  of  parties  whoso  sojourn  in 
Mexico  may  be  under  such  conditions  or  associations  as  to  bring  them 
into  conflict  with  Mexican  law  and,  probably,  worse  still,  with  native  pre- 
judices,  is  a  grave  matter  which,  from  its  complexit^^,  requires  the  most 
discreet  handling.  In  the  two  cases  mentioned  in  your  present  dis* 
patch,  the  element  of  discretion  in  the  proceeding  of  the  American  citi- 
zens concerned  is  not,  I  regret  to  say,  evident.  In  the  one,  it  is  pro- 
posed to  erect  a  Protestant  house  of  worship  in  immediate  proximity  to 
a  Catholic  church.  In  the  other,  the  ruins  of  a  consecrated  edifice  are 
proposed  to  be  utilized  for  the  worship  of  another  faith.  The  legal 
right  to  do  these  things  may  be  perfect  in  all  respects,  but  the  moral 
aggressiveness  of  the  proceeding  may  tend  to  arouse  local  sensibilities 
and  divert  them  into  undesirable  channels.  It  is  one  thing  to  be  drawn 
unintentionally  into  a  controversy;  it  is  quite  another  to  provoke  it. 

"  I  find  in  the  records  of  this  Department  a  recent  instance  bearing  on 
this  question  and  showing  the  views  of  my  immediate  predecessor 
touching  the  extent  to  which  international  right  may  be  invoked  to  de- 
fend acts  which  may  be  lawful  in  themselves,  but  which  may  tend  to 
disturb  the  popular  feeling. 

"In  1884  an  instruction  (No.  147,  of  January  9)  was  addressed  to 
Mr.  Wallace,  United  States  minister  at  Constantinople,  in  reply  to  a 
dispatch  reporting  the  correspondence  had  with  the  Turkish  Govern- 
ment concerning  the  alleged  conversion  by  the  missionaries,  in  certain 
parts  of  Armenia,  of  their  dwellings  to  ecclesiastical  purposes,  and  their 
use  of  bells  as  a  part  of  their  worship. 

"Mr.  Prelinghuysen  rem^crked  that  the  right  of  private  worship  in 
a  dwelling-house  must  be  maintained,  and  that  if  it  were  infringed 
the  remonstrances  of  the  legation  were  to  be  immediate  and  energetic. 
To  insure  that  the  intervention  of  this  Government  in  such  a  case 
was  obtained  in  good  faith  and  due  as  a  right,  it  was  very  desirable 
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that  sach  discretion  should  be  observed  by  American  citizens  of  non- 
Mohammedan  faith,  who  had  taken  up  their  abode  in  the  Mohammedan 
regions  of  Turkey,  as  not  to  overstep  the  bounds  which  separate  private 
from  public  worship,  or  to  give  grounds  for  any  plausible  complaint 
by  the  Turkish  authorities  that  the  sensibilities  of  their  people  were 
wounded  by  any,  to  them,  offensive  demonstrations  of  a  character  usu- 
ally connected  with  public  ecclesiastical  worship. 

^^  I  now  quote  Mr.  Frelinghuy sen's  language  literally.    He  says: 

'^^The  point  may  be  best  illustrated  by  the  question  of  the  bells  said 
to  have  been  hung  by  the  missionaries  in  certain  localities.  It  is  pre- 
sumed, from  the  nature  of  the  case,  that  these  bells  have  been  hung  in 
or  upon  private  dwellings  ^  that  their  purpose  is  to  summon  worshipers 
to  the  private  services  held  within  those  dwellings,  and  that  (in  connec- 
tion with  the  internal  arrangement  of  those  dwellings,  which,  it  is  sup- 
posed, are  such  as  to  facilitate  the  assemblage  of  X)Qrsons  outside  of  the 
household)  this  use  of  bells  is  held  by  the  Turks  to  indicate  the  use  of  a 
private  dwelling  for  the  usual  purposes  of  a  church. 

" '  If  the  question  was  frankly  presented  by  the  Turkish  Government 
as  to  whether  a  bell,  so  hung  and  so  rung,  openly,  audibly,  over  an  ex- 
tended neigLborhood,  is  a  needful  or  useful  adjunct  to  a  private  dwell- 
ing, the  answer  would  be  as  frankly  made  that  it  was  not  so  regarded 
by  this  Government.  It  is  not  unlikely  that  an  equivalent,  a  similarly 
conspicuous  Mohammedan  demonstration  upon  a  private  dwelling  in 
any  populous  locality  here  or  in  any  Christian  country,  would  be  sup- 
pressed as  a  nuisance,  and  this  without  any  idea  of  interfering  with  lib- 
erty of  worship  or  individual  conscience.' 

"Mr.  Frelinghuysen  also  intimated  to  Mr.  Wallace  that  it  might  be 
well  to  inform  the  missionaries  who  sought  his  advice  or  intervention 
in  such  matters,  that  the  United  States  Government  was  not  willing  to 
make  the  right  to  use  church  bells  on  private  dwellings  a  diplomatic 
question  with  Turkey,  and  that  the  part  of  discretion  for  them  to  pur- 
sue would  appear  to  be  the  avoidance  of  opportunities  of  giving  offense 
to  the  peoi)le  among  whom  their  lot  was  cast. 

*^  It  is,  however,  quite  clear  in  the  cases  now  before  me,  that  if  antag- 
onisms be  created  by  acts  in  perfect  accord  with  principles  of  domestic 
and  international  law,  as  well  as  the  letter  of  individual  rights,  the 
parties  are  entitled  to  personal  protection  against  any  unlawful  inter- 
ference with  those  rights,  by  all  means  ordinarily  within  the  power  of 
the  local  authorities  in  the  first  instance,  and  secondly,  in  case  of  denial 
thereof,  by  the  interposition  of  the  Government  of  the  country  of  the 
complaining  individual. 

"  The  administrative  and  political  system  of  civilized  Governments  is 
designed  to  afford  security  to  the  individual  in  the  enjoyment  of  his 
lawful  personal  rights,  and  is  supposed  to  be  adequate  for  all  usual 
demands  upon  their  power.  The  application  of  extraordinary  means 
for  individual  protection,  especially  if  the  assertion  of  the  individuaPs 
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rights  be  demonstratively  aggressive,  and  calculated  from  the  nature 
of  things  in  the  locality  to  lead  to  conflict,  is  hardly  to  be  expected. 

"  You  will,  of  course,  understand  that  much  of  this  instruction  is 
designed  for  your  personal  guidance.  The  tone  of  your  dispatch,  how- 
ever, leads  the  Department  to  place  the  utmost  reliance  in  your  wisdom 
and  discretion  in  dealing  with  this  class  of  questions." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jackson,  July  17, 1885;  MSS.  Inet.,  Mexico. 

The  work  of  the  American  missionaries  at  the  Caroline  Islands,  irre- 
spective of  its  sectarian  relations,  with  which  the  Department  can 
manifest  no  concern,  is  one  of  unostentatious  and  unselfish  beneficence 
which  may  be  properly  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  German  and  Spanish 
Governments  at  the  time  of  the  controversy  between  them  as  to  the 
possession  of  these  islands. 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Strobel,  Sept.  7, 1885;  MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 
For  farther  instrnotious  as  to  intervention  in  behalf  of  missionaries,  see  Mr. 

Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cox,  Aug.  17, 1885;  MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey;  For. 

Kel.^  1885,  cited  tn/ra,  $  230. 

• 

(11)  Good  offices  for  persecuted  jev^ts. 

§  55. 

In  1840,  at  the  time  of  the  maltreatment  of  Jews  at  Damascus,  oar 
"  charg6  d'affaires  at  Constantinople  was  instructed  to  interpose  his  good 
offices  on  behalf  of  the  oppressed  and  persecuted  race  of  the  Jews  in  the 
Ottoman  dominions,  among  whose  kindred  are  found  some  of  the  most 
worthy  and  patriotic  of  our  own  citizens." 

Mr.  Foi-syth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Kurschedt,  Aug.  26,  1840;  MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

The  joining  by  a  consul  of  the  United  States,  in  a  Mohammedan 
country,  with  consuls  from  other  powers  in  a  protest  against  the  con- 
viction and  execution  of  a  Jew  for  blasphemy,  meets  with  the  approval 
of  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Chandler,  July  "29,  1857;  MSS.  Inst.,  Barbary 
Powers. 

*^It  has  been  suggested  to  this  Department,  and  the  suggestion  is 
concurred  in,  that  if  the  sympathy  which  we  entertain  for  the  inhu- 
manly persecuted  Hebrews,  in  the  principalities  of  Moldavia  and  Wal- 
lachia,  were  made  known  to  the  Government  to  which  you  are  accred- 
ited, it  might  quicken  and  encourage  the  efforts  of  that  Government  to 
discharge  its  duty  as  a  protecting  power  pursuant  to  the  obligations 
of  the  treaty  between  certain  European  states,  x\lthough  we  are  not  a 
party  to  that  instrument,  and,  as  a  rule,  scrupulously  abstain  from  in- 
terfering, directly  or  indirectly,  in  the  public  affairs  of  that  quarter, 
the  grievance  adverted  to  is  so  enormous  as  to  impart  to  it,  as  it  were, 
a  cosmopolitan  character,  in  the  redress  of  which  all  countries,  Govern- 
ments, and  creeds  are  like  interested. 
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"  You  will  couseqiietitly  communicate  on  this  subject  with  the  min- 
ister for  foreign  ufi'airs  of  Russia,  in  such  a  way  as  you  may  suppose 
might  bo  most  likely  to  compass  the  object  in  view.'' 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  Stsite,  to  Mr.  Curtin,  July  22, 1872;  MSS.Inat.,  Russia;  For. 
Eel.,  1672. 

"  I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  4th  instant, 
in  which  you  request  that  protection  begrantedby  our  representatives 
in  the  Ottoman  dominions  to  Israelites  of  Kussian  birth  in  and  near 
Jerusalem. 

'*As  a  rule  our  representatives  abroad  are  i>ermitted  to  extend 
the  protection  of  the  United  States  only  to  native-born  or  natural- 
ized citizens  thereof,  but  the  sympathy  of  the  United  States  for  all 
oppressed  peoples  in  foreign  countries  has  been  freely  manifested  in 
all  cases  where  it  could  be  done  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of  inter- 
national courtesy  and  diplomatic  usage.  In  granting  such  protection 
it  is  requisite,  of  course,  that  the  representatives  of  the  country  to 
which  the  persons  requiring  i)rotection  owe  allegiance  should  request 
it,  and  the  authorities  of  the  country  in  which  they  are  at  the  time  re- 
siding consent  to  it.  The  desired  protection  will  be  extended,  if  these 
conditions  are  complied  with." 

Mr.  F.W.  Seward,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Isaacs,  June  29, 1877 ;  MSS.  Dom. 
Let. 

"At  the  invitation  of  the  Spanish  Government,  a  conference  has  re- 
cently been  held  at  the  city  of  Madrid  to  consider  the  subject  of  pro- 
tection  by  foreign  i)owers  of  native  Moors  in  the  Empire  of  Morocco. 
The  minister  of  the  United  States  in  Spain  was  directed  to  take  part 
in  the  deliberations  of  this  conference,  the  result  of  which  is  a  conven- 
tion signed  on  behalf  of  all  the  powers  represented.  The  instrument 
will  be  laid  before  the  Senate  for  its  consideration.  The  Government 
of  the  United  States  has  also  lost  no  opportunity  to  urge  upon  that  of 
the  Emperor  of  Morocco  the  necessity,  in  accordance  with  the  humane 
and  enlightened  spirit  of  the  age,  of  putting  an  end  to  the  persecutions 
which  have  been  so  prevalent  in  that  country  of  persons  of  a  faith  other 
than  the  Moslem,  and  especially  of  the  Hebrew  residents  of  Morocco.'' 

President  Hayes's  Fourth  Annual  Message,  1880. 

"  No  official  interposition  in  behalf  of  Israelites  who  are  Moorish 
subjects  can  be  sanctioned,  as  this  would  be  improper  in  itself,  and 
would  be  a  precedent  against  us  which  could  not  be  gainsaid.  Still, 
there  might  be  cases  in  which  humanity  would  dictate  a  disregard  of 
technicalities,  if  your  personal  influence  would  shield  Hebrews  from 
oppression." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mathews,  March  20,  1878;  MSS.  Inst.,  Barb 
Powers.     (§ee  same  to  same,  July  2, 1878 ;  id,) 
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'*It  is,  as  you  are  of  course  aware,  difficult  for  a  foreign  Government 
to  make  the  full  force  of  its  influence  felt  in  intervening  for  the  protec- 
tion of  native  sul^ects  of  the  state  addressed.  Nevertheless,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  iuformal  and  friendly  offices  of  the  United  States 
have,  at  times  before  now,  been  used  with  good  effect,  through  the  in- 
formal action  of  their  representatives  abroad  in  the  interests  of  human- 
ity and  of  that  full  religious  toleration  and  equity  which  form  so  con- 
spicuous a  base  for  our  own  enlightened  institutions,  I  shall  be  happy 
to  instruct  the  United  States  consul  at  Tangier  that  he  is  at  liberty  to 
act,  in  the  sense  of  your  request,  so  far  as  may  be  consistent  with  his 
international  obligations,  and  the  efficiency  of  his  official  relations  with 
the  Scheriffian  Government." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Messrs.  Isaactt  and  Wolf,  Jaly  1,1^76;  MSS.  Doni. 
Let. 

Although  the  mitigation  of  the  persecution  of  the  Hebrew  race  in 
Boumania  could  not  be  made  a  sine  qua  non  to  the  establishment  of 
official  relations  with  that  country,  j^et  it  may  be  made  the  subject  of 
kindly  representations  prior  to  the  establishment  of  such  relations. 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  ol"  State,  ta  Mr.  Kasson,  August  9,  1879;  MSS.  Inst.,  Austria. 

*'  I  have  received  a  letter  from  Messrs.  8.  Wolf  and  A.  S.  Solbmons, 
of  this  city,  representing  the  *  Union  of  Americali-Hebrew  Congrega- 
tions,' in  which  they  refer  to  newspaper  statements  indicating  that  the 
Jews  in  Eussia  have  recently  been  subjected  by  the  Government  there 
to  extraordinary  hardships,  and  expressing  a  desire  that  the  minister 
of  the  United  States  to  Saint  Petersburg  may  be  instructed  '  to  make 
such  representations  to  the  Czar's  Government,  in  the  interest  of  relig- 
ious freedom  and  suffering  humanity,  as  will  best  accord  with  the  most 
emphasized  liberal  sentiments  of  the  American  people.'  The  writers  of 
the  letter  observe  at  the  same  time  that  they  are  well '  aware  of  the  im- 
propriety of  one  nation  interfering  with  the  internal  affairs  of  another 
in  matters  of  a  purely  local  character.' 

*'  You  are  sufficiently  well  informed  of  the  liberal  sentiments  of  this 
Government  to  perceive  that  whenever  any  pertinent  occasion  may 
arise  its  attitude  must  always  be  in  complete  harmony  with  the  princi- 
ple of  extending  all  rights  «and  privileges  without  distinction  on  account 
of  creed,  and  cannot  fail,  therefore,  to  conduct  any  affair  of  business  or 
negotiation  with  the  Government  to  which  you  are  accredited  which  may 
involve  any  expression  of  the  views  of  this  Government  on  the  subject 
in  aimauner  which  will  subserve  the  interests  of  religious  freedom.  It 
would,  of  course,  be  inadmissible  for  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  to  approach  the  Government  of  Eussia  in  criticism  of  its  laws 
and  regulations,  except  so  far  as  such  laws  and  regulations  may  injuri- 
ously affect  citizens  of  this  country  in  violation  of  natural  rights,  treaty 
obligations,  or  the  provisions  of  international  law,  but  it  is  desired  that 
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the  attitude  of  the  miDister  as  regards  questions  of  diplomatic  contro- 
versy which  involve  an  expression  of  view  on  this  subject  may  be  wholly 
consistent  with  the  theory  on  which  this  Government  was  founded.'^ 

Mr.  EvartB,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  April  14,  1880;  M8S.  iDst,  Russia; 
For.  Rel.,  1880.  Adopted  by  Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bartholomei, 
June.  20,  IdSl ;  MSS.  Notes,  Russia. 

Although  official  interference  on  behalf  of  Hebrews  in  Tangier,  not 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  is  not  permissible,  yet  the  consul  of  the 
United  States  at  that  place  may  not  improperly  take  such  steps  of  in- 
quiry as  to  the  condition  of  Hebrews  in  Morocco  as  may  tend  to  the 
amelioration  of  their  condition  and  may  not  be  inconsistent  with  inter- 
national obligations. 

Mr.  Evarta,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mathe«irs,  April  22, 1880,  March  2,  1881 ;  MSS. 
Inst.,  Barb.  Powers.    (See  infra,  $  164.) 

"  I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  Mr.  Hoffman's  No.  205  and 
208,  in  relation  to  the  expulsion  of  foreign  Jews  from  certain  large 
towns  and  cities  of  Eussia,  and  the  expulsion  of  Mr.  Henry  Pinkos,  a 
Jew  and  an  American  citizen,  from  St.  Petersburg  in  particular.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  latter  dispatch  that  Pinkos  has  been  allowed  to  remain 
three  months.  Mr.  Hoffman  does  not  specifically  state  that  Mr.  Pinkos 
or  the  other  Jews  referred  to  have  been  ordered  to  leave  Russia  as 
well  as  St.  Petersburg,  but  that  is  the  implication  of  the  dispatches. 

"  In  reply  I  have  to  observe  that  in  the  presence  of  this  fact,  that  an 
American  citizen  has  been  ordered  to  leave  Russia  on  no  other  ground 
than  that  he  is  the  professor  of  a  particular  creed,  or  the  holder  of  cer- 
tain religious  views,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  which  impartially  seeks  to  protect  all  its  citizens  of  what- 
ever origin  or  faith,  solemnly,  but  with  all  respect  to  the  Government  of 
His  Majesty,  to  protest.  As  this  order  of  expulsion  applies  to  all  for- 
eign Jews,  in  certain  towns  or  localities,  at  least,  of  Kussia,  it  is  of 
course  apparent  that  the  same  is  not  directed  especially  against  the 
Government  of  which  Mr.  Pinkos  is  a  citizen,  and,  indeed,  the  l<$ng- 
standing  amity  which  has  united  the  interests  of  Russia  with  those  of 
this  Government  would  of  itself  forbid  a  remote  supposition  that  such 
might  be  the  case.  Notwithstanding  this  aspect  of  the  matter,  the 
United  States  could  not  fail  to  look  upon  the  expulsion  of  one  of  its 
citizens  from  Russia,  on  the  simple  ground  of  his  religious  ideas  or 
convictions,  except  as  a  grievance,  akin  to  that  which  Russia  would 
doubtless  find  in  the  expulsion  of  one  of  her  own  citizens  from  the 
United  States  on  the  ground  of  his  attachment  to  the  faith  of  his 
fathers. 

<<  It  is  intimated  in  Mr.  Hoffman's  No.  205  that  the  reason  of  this  order 
may  be  found  in  the  supposed  implication  of  Jews  in  the  plots  formed 
against  the  life  of  the  Emperor,  and  in  so  far  as  this  may  be  true  the 
Government  of  Russia  has  the  entire  sympathy  of  the  Government  of 
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the  United  States  in  all  just  preventive  eftbrts ;  and  if  there  exists  good 
evidence  that  Mr.  Pinkos  has  been  connected  with  any  of  these  attempts 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  cannot  object  to  his  expulsion  on 
that  ground.  But  such  a  charge  does  not  appear  to  have  been  brought 
against  Mr.  Pinkos ;  and  it  is  confidently  submitted  to  His  Majesty's 
GovernnvBut  whether  in  the  event  Mr.  Pinkos  should  finally  be  expelled 
from  Eussia,  or  be  otherwise  interrupted  in  his  peaceful  occupations,  on 
the  sole  ground  that  his  religions  views  are  of  one  kind  rather  than 
another,  he  would  not  be  justly  entitled  to  make  reclamation  for  the 
damage  and  loss  to  which  he  niight  thereby  be  subjected." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  June  28,  1880;  MSS.  lust.,  Russia;  For. 
Rel.,  1880.    As  to  expulsion  of  aliens,  see  tit/ra,  }  206. 

"  Your  several  dispatches,  numbered  73,  74,  and  75  of  the  30th  and 
31st  of  December,  ultimo,  in  relation  to  the  treatment  of  American 
Jews  in  Eussia,  have  been  received,  and  I  have  pleasure  in  commendiug 
your  zealous  presentation  of  the  cases  of  Pinkos  and  Wilczynski,  and 
of  the  general  questions  involved.  The  assurances  you  have  received 
as  to  the  liberal  treatment  hereafter  to  be  accorded,  as  an  act  of  comity 
and  courtesy  by  the  military  authorities,  to  American  citizens  visiting 
liussia,  are  folly  appreciated. 

"I  have  observed,  however,  that  in  some  of  your  conversations  and 
writings  with  the  foreign  office,  you  give  prominence  to  the  natural 
American  sympathy  with  oppressed  Jews  elsewhere  as  a  motive  for  our 
solicitude  as  to  the  treatment  of  Jews  in  Eussia.  Such  solicitude  might 
very  properly  exist ;  but  in  your  presentation  of  the  facts  you  should 
be  careful  to  impress  that  we  ask  treaty  treatment  for  our  aggrieved 
citizens,  not  because  they  are  Jews,  but  because  they  are  Americans. 
Eussia's  treatment  of  her  own  Jews,  or  of  other  foreign  Jews  resorting 
thither,  may,  in  determinate  cases,  attract  the  sympathy  of  the  Ameri- 
can people,  but  the  aim  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  is  the 
specific  one  of  protecting  its  own  citizens.  If  the  hardships  to  which 
Et^^sian  and  foreign  Jews  are  subjected  involves  our  citizens,  we  think 
we  have  just  grounds  for  remonstrance  and  expectancy  of  better  treat- 
ment. 

"  This  Government  does  not  know  or  inquire  the  religion  of  the  Amer- 
ican citizens  it  protects.  It  cannot  take  cognizance  of  the  methods  by 
which  the  Eussian  authorities  may  arrive  at  the  conclusion  or  con- 
jecture that  any  given  American  citizen  professes  the  Israelitish  faith. 
The  discussion  of  the  recent  cases  has  not  as  yet  developed  any  judicial 
procedure  whereby  an  American  citizen,  otherwise  unoffending  against 
the  laws,  is  to  be  convicted  of  Judaism,  if  that  be  an  offense  under 
Eussian  law ;  and  we  are  indisposed  to  regard  it  as  a  maintainable 
point  that  a  religious  belief  is,  or  can  be,  a  military  offense,  to  be  dealt 
with  under  the  arbitrary  methods  incident  to  the  existence  of  a  '  state 
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"  This  Government  is  not  unmindful  of  the  difficulties  under  which,  as 
is  alleged,  that  of  Eussia  labors  in  dealing  with  those  of  her  subjects 
whom  she  may  deem  disaffected;  but  the  reasons  adduced  and  methods 
adopted  against  them  should  have  no  application  to  American  citizens 
sojourning  peacefully,  for  business  or  pleasure,  in  Eussia,  for  they  are 
not  to  be  charged  with  abstract  political  disaffection  to  a  Government 
to  which  they  owe  no  allegiance ;  and,  if  charged  with  the  commission 
of  unlawful  acts,  they  should  have  guilt  explicitly  imputed  and  proven. 
In  the  latter  case,  the  religion  of  the  accused  cannot  be  admitted  as 
proof  or  presumption,  either  of  guilt  or  of  innocence. 

"  It  is  not  the  desire  of  this  Government  to  embarrass  that  of  Eussia 
by  insistence  upon  these  points  with  any  degree  of  harshness,  when  the 
disposition  reported  in  your  dispatches  is  so  conciliatory,  and  when  the 
treatment  offered  may  operate  effectively  to  remove  or  prevent  future 
causes  of  complaint  based  on  the  ill  treatment  of  American  citizens 
alleged  to  be  Jews.  It  is  most  desirable,  however,  that  you  should  not 
pretermit  your  efforts  to  bring  the  matter  to  such  a  stage  as  will  insure 
for  peaceable  and  law-abiding  Americans  in  Eussia  like  treaty  rights 
and  personal  freedom  of  creed  as  Eussians  enjoy  in  the  United  States." 

Mr.  EvartSy  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  March  3,  ISi^il ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Hassia;  For. 
Rel.,  1881.     See  infra,  $  159. 

"  From  a  careful  examination  of  the  cases  of  grievance  heretofore 
reported  by  your  legation,  it  appears  that  the  action  of  the  Eussian 
authorities  toward  Americans  citizens,  alleged  to  be  Israelites,  and 
visiting  Eussia,  has  been  of  two  kinds  : 

"  First.  Absolute  prohibition  of  residence  in  Saint  Petersburg  and 
in  other  cities  of  the  Empire,  on  the  ground  that  the  Eussian  law  per- 
mits no  native  Jews  to  reside  there,  and  that  the  treaty  between  Eussia 
and  the  United  States  gives  to  our  citizens  in  Eussian  jurisdiction  no 
other  rights  or  privileges  than  those  accorded  to  native  Eussians.  The^ 
case  of  Henry  Pinkos  may  be  taken  as  a  type  of  tliis  class. 

"  Second.  Permission  of  residence  and  commerce,  conditionally  on 
belonging  to  the  first  guild  of  Eussian  merchants  and  taking  out  a 
license.    The  case  of  Eosenstrauss  is  in  point. 

"  The  apparent  contradiction  between  these  two  classes  of  actions 
becomes  more  and  more  evident  as  the  question  is  traced  backward. 
The  Department  has  rarely  had  presented  to  it  any  subject  of  inquiry 
in  which  a  connected  understanding  of  the  facts  has  proved  more  diffi- 
cult. For  every  allegation,  on  the  one  hand,  that  native  laws,  in  force 
at  the  time  the  treaty  of  1832  was  signed  prohibited  or  limited  the 
sojourn  of  foreign  Jews  in  the  cities  of  Eussia,  I  find,  on  the  other 
hand,  specific  invitation  to  alien  Hebrews  of  good  repute  to  domicile 
themselves  in  Eussia,  to  pursue  their  business  calling  under  appropriate 
license,  to  establish  factories  there,  and  to  purchase  or  lease  real  estate. 
Moreover,  going  back  beyond  1832,  the  date  of  our  treaty,  I  observe 
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that  the  imperial  ukases  concerning  the  admission  of  foreigners  into 
Kussia  are  silent  on  all  questions  of  faith;  proper  passports,  duly  vis^d 
being  the  essential  requisite.  And,  further  back  still,  in  the  time  of 
the  Empress  Catherine,  I  discover  explicit  tolerance  of  all  foreign  relig- 
ions laid  down  as  a  fundamental  policy'  of  the  Empire. 

"  Before  examining  the  issues  directly  before  us,  it  may  not  be  out  of 
jdace  to  give  a  brief  review  of  these  historical  data. 

^^  The  ukase  of  the  Empress  Catherine,  of  2  .'dFebruary^,  1784,  although 
concerning  only  the  establishment  of  commercial  relations  with  the 
new  possessions  of  Eussia  on  the  Black  Sea,  contains  the  following 
notable  declaration : 

*<  ^  That  Sebastopol,  Kbarson,  and  Theodocia  be  opened  to  all  the  na- 
tions friendly  to  our  Empire  for  the  advantage  of  their  commerce  with 
our  faithful  subjects,  •  •  •  that  the  said  nations  may  come  to  these 
cities  in  all  safety  and  freedom.  •  •  •  Each  individual  of  such  na- 
tion, whoever  he  ma^^  be,  as  long  as  he  shall  remain  in  the  said  cities 
by^  reason  of  his  business,  or  of  his  own  pleasure,  shall  epjoy  the  free 
exercise  of  his  religion  according  to  the  praiseworthy  precepts  handed 
down  to  us  by  the  sovereigns  our  predecessors,  and  which  we  have 
again  received  and  confirmed,  ^'  that  all  the  various  nationalities  estab- 
lished  in  Eussia  shall  praise  God,  the  All  Powerful,  each  one  after  the 
worship  and  religion  of  his  own  ancestors,"  •  •  •  and  we  promise, 
upon  our  imperial  word,  to  accord  to  all  foreigners  in  these  three  cities 
the  same  advantages  which  they  already  enjoy  in  our  capital  and  sea- 
port, St.  Petersburg,  &c.' 

<^The  full  text  of  this  ukase,  which  breathes  a  spirit  of  large  and  en- 
lightened tolerance  in  advance  of  the  ])olicy  of  those  days,  is  well 
worthy  of  perusal,  and  may  be  consulted  in  vol.  4  of  Martens'  "  Ee- 
cueil  des  Trait^s,"  1st  edition,  Gottingen,  1795,  pages  455-457. 

*^  The  imperial  ordinance  of  the  Czar  Alexander  I,  of  13th  August, 
1807,  decrees  a  rigid  system  of  passports  for  foreigners  entering  Eussia, 
and  is  applicable  to  ^all  foreigners,  of  whatsoever  nationality,'  but  inti- 
mates no  restriction  on  travel  or  sojourn  in  Eussia  by  reason  of  race  or 
faith.  This  ordinance  was  modified  and  amplified  by  the  ukase  of  25th 
February,  1817,  but  still  without  any  manner  of  religious  proscription 
or  restriction. 

"  From  this  time  down  to  1860 1  can  find  no  trace  of  the  enforcement, 
especially  against  American  citizens,  of  the  restrictions  against  Jewish 
travel  and  residence  which  are  stated  to  have  existed  when  our  treaty 
with  Eussia  was  signed.  It  is  a  significant  circumstance  that  the  ac- 
knowledged authorities  on  private  international  law,  writing  during 
this  period  upon  the  legislation  of  all  Europe  as  affecting  the  iiersons 
and  rights  of  aliens,  make  no  reference  to  such  disabilities.  Even  the 
painstaking  Fo&lix  is  silent  on  this  point,  although  devoting  much  space 
to  the  treatment  and  rights  of  aliens  in  Eussia.  I  Oo  not  desire  to  be 
liere  understood  as  arguing  that  the  q.sserted  disabilities  did  not  exist 
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at  that  time.  The  domestic  history  of  the  Bussian  Empire  shows 
plainly  the  restrictions  placed  upon  native  Hebrews,  and  especially 
those  of  Polish  origin,  the  efforts  to  confine  them  to  certain  parts  of  the 
Empire,  and  the  penalties  sought  to  be  imposed  to  deter  them  from 
mingling  with  the  Christian  subjects  of  the  Czar.  But  the  same  his- 
tory shows  the  gradual  relaxation  of  those  measures,  until,  in  the  cap- 
ital itself,  the  native  Israelite  population  is  said  to  number  some  thirty 
thousand  souls,  with  their  synagogues  and  sectarian  schools;  while  a 
special  ukase  of  the  late  Czar  distinctly  recognizes  to  foreign  Hebrews 
every  privilege  of  residence  and  trade,  in  a  certain  guild,  which  native 
Christian  subjects  possess. 

''This  ukase  of  the  Emperor  Alexander  II,  of  7th  of  June,  1860,  after 
premising  that  the  need  of  commercial  development  and  the  principles 
of  international  reciprocity  make  it  proper  to  concede  *to  foreigners 
dwelling  in  Russia  the  same  rights  as  those  which  our  subjects  enjoy 
already,  in  the  principal  countries  of  l^urope,'  proceeds  to  permit  all 
aliens  to  enter  any  of  the  trading  guilds  on  the  same  footing  as  natives 
and  to  thereupon  enjoy  all  the  commercial  privileges  which  these  guilds 
confer  upon  native  Russian  traders,  with  the  following  qualification : 

*"  First  bemabk. — ^Foreign  Hebrew  nubjects,  known  by  reason  of 
their  social  position  and  the  wide  extent  of  their  commercial  operations, 
who  come  from  foreign  lands,  may,  after  the  established  formalities, 
that  is  to  say,  upon  a  si)ecial  authorization,  issued  in  each  case  by  the 
ministers  of  finances,  of  the  interior,  and  of  foreign  affairs,  trade  in  the 
Empire  and  establish  banking-houses  herein,  upon  procuring  the  license 
of  a  merchant  of  the  first  guild.  It  is  likewise  permitted  to  these  same 
Israelites  to  establish  factories,  to  acquire  and  to  lease  real  estate  con- 
formably to  the  prescriptions  of  the  present  ukase.' 

"This  i>rovision,  it  will  be  observed,  extends  to  the  whole  territory  of 
the. Empire.  If,  as  I  understand  the  response  of  the  Russian  ministry 
in  the  case  of  Henry  Pinkos,  native  Israelites  are  forbidden  by  law  from 
residing  or  trading  in  the  capital,  then  this  ukase  places  all  foreign 
Jews  (whether  belonging  to  treaty  powers  or  not)  on  a  more  favored 
footing.  But  if  native  Hebrews,  as  a  fact,  are  permitted  to  reside  in 
St.  Petersburg  and  engage  in  trade  in  other  guilds  than  the  so-called 
'first  guild,'  there  may  then  well  be  question  whether  such  restriction 
to  a  particular  guild  in  the  case  of  an  American  Israelite  is  consonant 
with  the  express  provisions  of  the  treaty  of  1832,  Article  I.  This  point 
was,  in  fact,  raised  in  the  case  of  Theodore  Rosenstrauss,  at  Kharkoff, 
which  is  narrated  at  length,  with  all  the  correspondence  therein  ex- 
changed, in  Mr.  Sewell's  dispatch  No.  20,  of  December  15, 1873 ;  but  it 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  then  exhaustively  considered  whether  the 
complainant  received,  under  the  treaty,  the  like  treatment  with  the  na- 
tive Hebrews  of  Kharkoff,  or  whether  he  was  constrained  to  obey  the 
ukase  of  1860,  which,  as  I  have  above  remarked,  is  framed  for  general 
application  to  all  aliens  and  irrespective  of  treaty  rights.    It  is,  however, 
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not  my  present  purpose  to  reargue  this  old  case,  bat  simply  to  call  at- 
tention to  the  fact  that  Russian  law  may,  and  possibly  does,  modify  and 
restrict  treaty  rights.  The  Bosenstrauss  case  was  special  in  its  nature, 
and  coucerned  commercial  privileges  under  a  promulgated  license  law 
of  the  Empire.  It  may  be  necessary,  at  some  future  time,  to  discuss  the 
questions  it  involves,  but  just  now  I  am  concerned  with  a  different  class 
of  cases,  namely,  those  of  Atuerican  citizens  visiting  Eussia  for  private, 
business  or  for  pleasure  and  travel,  and  duly  provided  with  the  pass- 
ports of  this  Government,  authenticating  their  national  character  and 
their  consequent  right  to  all  the  specific  guarantees  of  our  treaty. 

"  This  brings  me  again  to  the  cases  of  Pinkos  and  Wilczynski,  It  is 
unnecessary  here  to  recapitulate  the  facts  therein,  a«  they  are  amply 
presented  by  the  files  of  your  legation,  and  by  the  correspondence  had 
with  the  Russian  foreign  of&ce.  It  is  sufficient  to  characterize  tbem  as 
instances  of  the  notified  expulsion  from  St.  Petersburg,  by  the  i)olicc  or 
military  authorities,  of  American  citizens,  not  because  of  any  alleged 
failure  to  comply  with  the  ukase  of  1860,  or  with  the  Russian  commer- 
cial code,  but  simply  on  the  allegation,  unsupported  by  proof,  that  they 
professed  the  Israelitish  faith,  and  that  the  law  forbade  the  sojourn  of 
native  Israelites  in  the  imperial  capital.  On  this  brief  formulation  of 
the  case,  this  Government  believes  that,  under  its  treaty  with  Russia, 
and  in  view  of  iis  treatment  of  Russian  subjects  resorting  under  like 
circumstances  to  the  United  States,  it  has  just  ground  for  complaint, 
and  expectancy  of  better  treatment  from  the  Government  of  Russia. 

"  The  provision  of  our  treaty  of  1832  with  Russia,  governing  the  com- 
mercial privileges  of  the  citizens  and  subjects  of  the  two  countries,  is  as 
follows : 

"  'Article  I.  There  shall  be  between  the  territories  of  the  high  con- 
tracting parties  a  reciprocal  liberty  of  commerce  and  navigation. 

"•The  inhabitants  of  their  respective  states  shM mutually  have  lib- 
erty to  enter  the  ports,  places,  and  rivers  of  each  party  tcherever  foreign 
commerce  is'permitted.  They  shall  be  at  liberty  to  sojourn  and  reside 
in  all  parts  whatsoever  of  said  territories,  in  order  to  attend  to  their  af- 
&ir8;  and  they  shaU  enjoy,  to  that  effect,  the  same  security  and  protec- 
tion as  natives  of  the  country  wherein  they  reside,  on  condition  of 
their  submitting  to  the  laws  and  ordinances  there  prevailing,  and  par- 
ticularly to  the  regulations  in  force  concerning  commerce.' 

"  Article  X  confers  specific  personal  rights  reciprocally.  In  respect 
of  this  article  an  infringement  alike  of  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the 
treaty  is  not  only  possible,  but  probable,  under  the  rigid  interpretation 
of  the  Jewish  laws  upon  which  Russia  seems  disposed  to  insist.  Its 
stipulations  concern  the  right  to  dispose  of  personal  property  in  Russia 
owned  by  or  falling  to  American  citizens,  who  may  receive  and  dispose 
of  inheritances  and  have  recourse  to  the  courts  in  settlement  of  ques- 
tions arising  thereunder.  It  certainly  could  not  be  seriously  claimeil 
or  justly  admitted  that  an  American  Hebrew,  coming  within  the  pro- 
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visions  of  this  article,  is  to  be  treated  as  a  candidate  for  commercial 
privileges,  and  required  to  take  out  a  license  as  a  trader  of  the  first  guild, 
subject  to  the  approval  of  his  application  by  the  ministries  of  finance, 
interior,  and  foreign  affairs.  A  personal  right,  not  a  mercantile  privilege, 
is  conferred.  To  bar  an  American  citizen  whose  rights  might  be  so  con- 
cerned from  personal  appearance  in  protection  of  those  rights  would  be 
^  a  distinct  departure  from  the  engagement  of  the  treaty ;  while  to  sup- 
pose that  his  case  might  come  under  the  discretional  authority  of  the 
police  or  the  military  power,  which  might  refuse  his  personal  sojourn 
in  any  part  of  the  Empire,  or  allow  it  under  conditions  depending  on 
their  good  will,  is  to  suppose  a  submission  of  the  guarantees  of  the 
treaty  to  a  tribunal  never  contemplated  by  its  framers. 

^^  ITpon  a  case  arising,  this  Government  would  hold  that  the  treaty 
conferred  specific  rights  on  all  American  citizens  in  the  matter  of  the 
disposition  of  their  personal  property,  irrespective  of  any  conditions 
save  those  which  the  article  itself  expressly  creates ;  that  their  actual 
presence  when  necessary  to  protector  assert  their  interests  is  abso- 
lutely guaranteed  whenever  and  for  whatever  time  it  may  be  needful ; 
and  that  this  international  engagement  supersedes  any  municipal  rule 
or  regulation  which  might  interfere  with  the  fi*ee  action  of  such  indi- 
viduals. 

"  It  would  be,  in  the  judgment  of  this  Government,  absolutely  inadmis- 
sible that  a  domestic  law  restraining  native  Hebrews  from  residence 
in  certam  parts  of  the  Empire  might  operate  to  hinder  an  American  cit- 
izen, whether  alleged  or  known  to  profess  the  Hebrew  faith,  from  dis- 
posing of  his  property,  or  taking  possession  thereof  for  himself  (subject 
only  to  the  laws  of  alien  inheritance)  or  being  heard  in  person  by  the 
courts  which,  under  Eu^ian  law,  may  be  called  upon  to  decide  matters 
to  which  he  is  necessarily  a  party.  The  case  would  clearly  be  one  in 
which  the  obligation  of  a  treaty  is  supreme,  and  where  the  local  law 
must  yield.  These  questions  of  the  conflict  of  local  law  and  interna- 
tional treaty  stipulations  are  among  the  most  common  which  have  en- 
gaged the  attention  of  publicists,  and  it  is  their  concurrent  judgment 
that  where  a  treaty  creates  a  privilege  for  aliens  in  express  terms,  it 
cannot  be  limited  by  the  operation  of  domestic  law  without  a  serious 
breach  of  the  good  faith  which  governs  the  intercourse  of  nations.  So 
long  as  such  a  conventional  engagement  in  favor  of  the  citizens  of  an- 
other state  exists,  the  law  governing  natives  in  like  cases  is  manifestly 
inapplicable. 

"  I  need  hardly  enlarge  on  the  point  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  concludes  its  treaties  with  foreign  states  for  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  all  classes  of  American  citizens.  It  can  make  absolutely  no 
discrimination  between  them,  whatever  be  their  origin  or  creed.  So  that 
they  abide  by  the  laws,  at  home  or  abroad,  it  must  give  them  due  pro- 
tection and  expect  like  protection  for  them.  Any  unfriendly  or  discrim- 
inatory act  against  them  on  the  part  of  a  foreign  power  with  which  we 
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are  at  peace  would  call  for  our  earnest  remouBtrance,  whether  a  treaty 
existed  or  not.  The  friendliness  of  our  relations  with  foreign  nations 
is  emphasized  by  the  treaties  we  have  concluded  with  them.  We  have 
been  moved  to  enter  into  such  international  compacts  by  considerations 
of  mutual  benefit  and  reciprocity,  by  the  same  considerations,  in.  short, 
which  have  animated  the  Bussian  Government  from  the  time  of  the 
noble  and  tolerant  declarations  of  the  Empress  Catherine  in  1784  to 
those  of  the  ukase  of  1860.  We  have  looked  to  the  spirit  rather  than 
to  the  letter  of  those  engagements,  and  believed  that  they  should  be  in- 
terpreted in  the  broadest  way  j  and  it  is,  therefore,  a  source  of  unfeigned 
regret  to  us  when  a  Government,  to  which  we  are  allied  by  so  many  his- 
torical ties  as  to  that  of  Eussia,  shows  a  disposition  in  its  dealings  with 
OS  to  take  advantage  of  technicalities,  to  appeal  to  the  rigid  letter  and 
not  the  reciprocal  motive  of  its  international  engagements  in  justifica- 
tion of  the  expulsion  from  its  territories  of  i)eaceable  American  citizens 
resorting  thither  under  the  good  faith  of  treaties  and  accused  of  no 
wrong-doing  or  of  no  violation  of  the  commercial  code  of  the  land,  but 
of  simple  adherence  to  the  faith  of  their  fathers. 

'^That  the  two  American  citizens  whose  unfortunate  cases  have 
brought  about  this  discussion  were  not  definitely  expelled  from  St.  Pe- 
tersburg, but  were  allotted,  by  the  military  authorities,  a  brief  time  to 
arrange  their  private  affairs,  said  to  coincide  with  the  usual  time  during 
which  any  foreigner  may  remain  in  the  Empire  under  his  original  pass- 
port, does  not  alter  the  matter  as  it  appears  to  our  eyes.  The  motive 
alleged  remains  the  same,  and  the  principle  involved  is  one  recognized 
neither  by  our  fundamental  laws  nor  by  any  of  the  conventions  we  have 
concluded  with  foreign  states. 

^^  It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  this  issue,  of  ,the  banishment  of  our 
citizens  from  a  friendly  territory  by  reason  of  their  alleged  religion,  is 
a  new  one  in  our  international  relations.  From  the  time  when  the  treaty 
of  1832  was  signed  down  to  within  a  very  recent  period,  there  had  been 
nothing  in  our  relations  with  Russia  to  lead  to  the  supposition  that  our 
flag  did  not  carry  with  it  equal  protection  to  every  American  within 
the  dominions  of  the  Empire.  Even  in  questions  of  citizenship  affect- 
ing the  interests  of  naturalized  citizens  of  Russian  origin,  the  good  dis- 
position of  the  Imperial  Government  has  been  on  several  occasions 
shown  in  a  most  exemplary  manner ;  and  I  am  sure  the  actual  counselors 
ofHis  Majesty  cannot  but  contemplate  with  satisfaction  the  near  ap- 
proach made  in  1874  to  the  arrangement  of  negotiations  for  a  treaty  of 
naturalization  between  the  two  countries.  On  that  occasion,  as  will  be 
seen  by  consulting  Mr.  Jewell's  IS^o.  62,  of  April  22,  1874,  the  only  re- 
maining obstacle  lay  in  the  statute  of  the  Empire  touching  the  con- 
ferment and  loss  of  citizenship,  of  which  the  examining  commission  and 
the  consultative  council  of  state  recommended  the  modification  in  a  sense 
compatible  with  the  modern  usage  of  nations. 
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^^  I  can  readily  conceive  that  statutes  bristling  with  difflcolties  remain 
unrepealed  in  the  volumes  of  the  law  of  Eussia  as  well  as  of  other  nations. 
Even  we  ourselves  have  our  obsolete  "  Blue  Laws'' ;  and  their  literal 
enforcement,  if  such  a  thing  were  possible,  might  to-day  subject  a  Bub- 
sian  of  free-thinking  proclivltiei^,  in  Maryland  or  Delaware,  to  the  pen- 
alty of  having  his  tongue  bored  through  with  a  red-hot  iron  for  blas- 
phemy. Happily  the  spirit  of  prosrress  is  of  higher  authority  than  the 
letter  of  outworn  laws ;  and  statutoifr  enactments  are  not  so  inelastic 
but  that  they  relax  and  change  with  the  general  advancement  of  peo- 
ples in  the  path  of  tolerance. 

'^  The  simple  fact  that  thousands  of  Israelites  to-day  pursue  their  call- 
ings unmolested  in  St.  Petersburg,  under  the  shadow  of  ancient  pre- 
scriptive laws,  is  in  itself  an  eloquent  testimony  to  the  principle  of  prog- 
ress. And  so,  too,  in  Spain,  where  the  persecution  and  expulsion  of 
the  Jews  is  one  of  the  most  notable  and  deplorable  facts  in  history,  and 
where  the  edicts  of  the  earlier  sovereigns  remain  unrepealed,  we  see  to- 
day an  offer  of  protection  and  assured  right  of  domicile  made  to  the 
Israelites  of  every  race. 

^^  I  leave  out  of  consideration  in  the  present  instruction  the  question 
,  whether  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  other  nations  are  more  or  less  fa- 
vored than  our  own  in  this  regard.  I  have  not,  however,  failed  to  notice 
the  statement  made  to  you  by  Mr.  de  Giers,  in  one  of  your  reported 
conversations  with  him,  that  Grerman  and  Austrian  Jews  are  subjected 
to  the  proscriptions  in  question,  and  the  implication  therefrom  that  if 
the  Governments  of  Germany  and  Austria  do  not  complain,  there  is  no 
reason  why  we  should. 

^'  It  is  not  for  me  to  examine  or  conjecture  the  reciprocal  motives  of 
policy  or  of  international  convention  which  may  govern  in  these  in- 
stances. Neither  have  I  failed  to  remark  the  seeming  uncertainty  with 
which  the  British  Government  has  approached  the  caae  of  the  English 
Israelite,  Mr.  Lewisohn,  who  was  recently  required  to  quit  St.  Peters- 
burg, notwithstanding  that  the  personal  guarantees  of  the  Anglo-Bas- 
sian  treaty  of  January  12, 1859,  in  its  eleventh,  twelfth,  and  thirteenth 
articles,  are  more  particular  than  in  our  own  treaty,  and  were,  pre- 
sumably, like  our  own  stipulations,  framed  with  the  intent  of  securing 
impartial  rights  and  protection  in  Russia.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to 
rest  my  argument  on  the  moral  weight  of  our  treaty  of  1832,  althon^^h 
of  course  not  averse  to  availing  myself  of  any  support  which  may  come 
from  any  other  quarter  to  fortify  what  we  conceive  to  have  been  our 
clear  purpose  in  executing  that  instrument.  And  under  no  circum- 
stances  would  I  in  the  name  of  this  Government  be  willing  to  accept 
a  less  measure  of  impartial  privilege  for  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
visiting  or  sojourning  in  Eussian  territory  than  is  assured  to  aliens  in 
the  like  case  by  any  stipulation  with  or  usage  toward  any  other  nation 
on  the  part  of  Russia. 

<<  I  had  the  honor  in  my  letter  of  the  20th  ultimo  to  Mr.  Partboloip^ 
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to  acqaaint  him  with  the  general  views  of  the  President  in  relation  to 
this  matter. 

'<  I  cannot  better  bring  this  instruction  to  a  close  than  by  repeating 
and  amplifying  those  views  which  tlie  President  so  firmly  holds,  and 
which  he  so  anxiously  desires  to  have  recognized  and  responded  to  by 
the  Eussian  Government. 

<<  He  conceives  that  the  intention  of  the  United  States  in  negotiating 
and  concluding  the  treaty  of  December  18, 1832,  and  the  distinct  and 
enlightened  reciprocal  engagements  then  entered  into  with  the  Oovem- 
ment  of  Russia,  give  us  a  moral  ground  to  expect  careful  attention  to 
our  opinions  as  to  its  rational  interpretation  in  the  broadest  and  most 
impartial  sense ;  that  he  would  deeply  regret,  in  view  of  the  gratifying 
iriendliness  of  the  relations  of  the  two  countries  which  he  is  so  desirous 
to  maintain,  to  find  that  this  large  national  sentiment  fails  to  control 
the  present  issue,  or  that  a  narrow  and  rigid  limitation  of  the  construc- 
tion possible  to  the  treaty  stipulations  between  the  two  countries  is 
likely  to  be  adhered  to ;  that  if,  after  a  frank  comparison  of  the  views 
of  the  two  Gk>v6mments,  in  the  most  amicable  spirit  and  with  the  most 
earnest  desire  to  reach  a  mutually  agreeable  conclusion  the  treaty  stip- 
ulations between  the  United  States  and  Eussia  are  found  insufficient 
to  determine  questions  of  nationality  and  tolerance  of  individual  faith, 
or  to  secure  to  American  citizens  in  Eussia  the  treatment  which  Rus- 
sians receive  in  the  United  States,  it  is  simply  due  to  the  good  relations 
of  the  two  countries  that  these  stipulations  should  be  made  sufficient 
in  these  regards ;  and  that  we  can  look  for  no  clearer  evidence  of  the 
good  will  which  Eussia  professes  toward  us  than  a  frank  declaration 
of  her  readiness  to  come  to  a  distinct  agreement  with  us  on  these  points, 
in  an  earnest  and  generous  spirit. 

"  I  have  observed  that  in  your  conferences  on  this  subject  heretofore 
with  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs,  a«  reported  in  your  dispatches, 
you  have  on  some  occasions  given  discreet  expression  to  the  feelings  of 
sympathy  and  gratification  with  which  this  Oovernment  and  people  re- 
gard any  steps  taken  in  foreign  countries  in  the  direction  of  a  liberal 
tolerance  analogous  to  that  which  forms  the  fundamental  principle  of 
our  national  existence.  Such  expressions  were  natural  on  your  part, 
and  reflected  a  sentiment  which  we  all  feel.  But  in  making  the  Presi- 
dent's views  known  to  the  minister  I  desire  that  you  will  carefully  sub- 
ordinate such  sentiments  to  the  simple  consideration  of  what  is  con- 
scientiously believed  to  be  due  to  our  citizens  in  foreign  lands.  You  will 
distinctly  impress  upon  him  that,  regardful  of  the  sovereignty  of  Eussia, 
we  do  not  submit  any  suggestions  touching  the  laws  and  customs  of  the 
Empire  except  where  those  laws  and  customs  conflict  with  and  destroy 
the  nghts  of  American  citizens  as  secured  by  treaty  obligations. 

**  You  can  further  advise  him  that  we  can  make  no  new  treaty  with 
Russia,  nor  accept  any  construction  of  our  existing  treaty,  which  shall 
discriminate  against  any  class  of  American  citizens  on  account  of  their 
religious  faith«  261 
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^<  I  cannot  but  feel  assured  that  this  earnest  presentation  of  the  views 
of  this  Government  will  accord  with  the  sense  of  justice  and  equity  of 
that  of  Kussia,  and  that  the  questions  at  issue  will  soon  find  their  natu- 
ral solution  in  harmony  with  the  noble  spirit  of  tolerance  which  per- 
vaded the  ukase  of  the  Empress  Catherine  a  century  ago,  and  with  the 
statesmanlike  declaration  of  the  principle  of  reciprocity  found  in  the 
later  decree  of  the  Czar  Alexander  II  in  I860. 

<^  You  may  read  this  dispatch  to  th^  minister  for  foreign  afEBtirs,  and 
should  he  desire  a  copy,  you  will  give  it  to  him." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  July  129, 1881 ;  M8S.  Inst.,  Rossis ;  For. 

Bel.,1881. 
As  to  interrention  in  behalf  of  ^'Mortara  Boy,"  see  supra,  $  52. 

<^  I  am  well  aware  that  the  domestic  enactments  of  a  state  toward  its 
own  subjects  are  not  generally  regarded  as  a  fit  matter  for  the  intervention 
of  another  independent  power;  but  when  such  enactments  directly  affect 
the  liberty  and  property  of  foreigners  who  resort  to  a  country  under 
the  supposed  guarantee  of  treaties  framed  for  the  most  liberal  ends — 
when  the  conscience  of  an  alien  owing  no  allegiance  whatever  to  the 
local  sovereignty  is  brought  under  the  harsh  yoke  of  bigotry  or  preju- 
dice which  bows  the  necks  of  the  natives,  and  when  enlightened  ap- 
peals made  to  humanity,  to  the  principles  of  just  reciprocity,  and  to  the 
advancing  spirit  of  the  age  in  behalf  of  tolerance  are  met  with  intima- 
tions of  a  purpose  to  still  further  burden  the  unhappy  sufferers,  and  so 
to  necessarily  increase  the  disability  of  foreigners  of  like  creed  resorting 
to  Russia,  it  becomes  in  a  high  sense  a  moral  duty  to  our  own  citizens 
and  to  the  doctrine  of  religious  freedom  we  so  strongly  uphold  to  seek 
proper  protection  for  those  citizens  and  tolerance  for  their  creed  in  for- 
eign lands,  even  at  the  risk  of  criticism  of  the  municipal  laws  of  other 
states. 

'^  It  cannot  but  be  inexpressibly  painful  to  the  enlightened  statesmen 
of  Great  Britain,  as  well  as  of  America,  to  see  a  discarded  prejudice  of 
the  dark  ages  gravely  revived  at  this  day — to  witness  an  attempt  to 
base  the  policy  of  a  great  and  sovereign  state  on  the  mistaken  theory 
that  thrift  is  a  crime,  of  which  the  unthrifty  are  the  innocent  victims, 
and  that  discontent  and  disaffection  are  to  be  diminished  by  increasing 
the  causes  from  which  they  arise." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lowell,  Nov.  22,  1881;  MSS.  Inst.,  Great 
Britain. 

"  The  prejudice  of  race  and  creed  having  in  our  day  given  way  to  the 
claims  of  oar  common  humanity,  the  people  of  the  United  States  have 
heard,  with  great  regret,  the  stories  of  the  sufferings  of  the  Jews  in 
Bussia.  It  may  be  that  the  accounts  in  the  newspapers  are  exaggerated, 
and  the  same  may  be  true  of  some  private  reports.  Making,  however, 
due  allowance  for  misrepresentations,  it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that 
much  has  been  done  which  a  humane  and  just  person  must  condemn, 
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"  The  President,  of  coarse,  feels  that  the  Government  of  the  Emperor 
should  not  be  held  morally  responsible  for  acts  which  it  considers 
wrong,  but  which  it  may  be  powerless  to  prevent. 

"If  that  be  true  of  this  case,  it  would  be  worse  than  useless  for  me  to 
direct  you,  as  the  representative  of  the  United  States,  to  give  oflftcial 
expression  to  the  feeling  which  this  treatment  of  the  Jews  calls  forth  in 
this  country.  Should,  however,  the  attitude  of  the  Eussian  Govern- 
ment be  different,  and  should  you*  be  of  the  opinion  that  a  more  vigorous 
effort  might  be  put  forth  for  the  prevention  of  this  great  wrong,  you  will, 
if  a  favorable  opportunity  offers,  state,  with  all  proper  deference,  that 
the  feeling  of  friendship  which  the  United  States  entertg»ins  for  Russia 
prompts  this  Gk>vemment  to  express  the  hope  that  the  Imperial  Gov- 
ernment will  find  means  to  cause  the  persecution  of  these  unfortunate 
fellow-beings  f/o  cease. 

"  This  instruction  devolves  a  delicate  duty  upon  you,  and  a  wide  dis- 
cretion is  given  you  in  its  execution.  However  much  this  Republic 
may  disapprove  of  affairs  in  other  nationalities,  it  does  not  conceive 
that  it  is  its  right  or  province  officiously  and  offensively  to  intermeddle. 
If,  however,,  it  should  (iome  to  your  knowledge  that  any  citizens  of  the 
United  States  are  made  victims  of  the  persecution,  you  will  feel  it  your 
duty  to  omit  no  effort  to  protect  them,  and  to  report  such  cases  to  this 
Department.'' 

Mr.  Frelinghnyaen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hoffman,  Ap.  15, 1882 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Rub- 
sia;  For.  Rel.,1882. 

**  I  have  received  a  dispatch,  No.  429,  of  the  7th  instant,  from  Mr. 
Heap,  consul-general  at  Constantinople,  in  reference  to  the  expulsion 
from  Safed,  Palestine,  of  two  American  citizens,  Louis  Lubrowsky  and 
brother,  Hebrews  by  nativity,  because  of  their  religious  faith.  It  ap- 
pears that  these  brothers  on  their  recent  arrival  at  Safed  were  required 
to  give  bonds  in  the  sum  of  400  Turkish  pounds  to  leave  the  country  in 
ten  days  or  obtain  a  special  license  to  remain. 

^^  The  facts  in  detail  will  be  found  narrated  in  the  correspondence 
which,  it  seems,  Mr.  Heap  brought  to  the  attention  of  Mr.  Emmet  on 
the  22d  ultimo  and  3d  instant.  For  this  reason  I  do  not  inclose  to  you 
a  copy  of  Mr.  Heap's  dispatch,  but  you  will  immediately  call  upon  him 
for  such  further  particulars  as  you  may  desire,  should  the  facts  not  he 
ftdly  before  your  legation. 

*^  This  case  is  commended  to  your  attention  as  one  in  which  the  De- 
partment entertains  the  confidence  that  you  will  take  the  greatest  in- 
terest and  with  which  you  will  be  competent  to  deal  as  a  due  regard 
for  the  rights  of  American  citizens  requires. 

"  It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  howeverj  that  those  rights,  under  treaties, 
are  to-be  measured  in  a  certain  degree  by  the  rights  conceded  to  other 
foreigners  of  the  most  favored  nation.  You  will  be  careful,  therefore, 
to  make  no  untenable  demand  as  of  right^   But  friendship  and  inter- 
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national  comity  entitle  the  United  States  to  ask  and  expect  that  no  race 
or  class  distinction  shall  be  made  as  regards  American  citizens  abroad, 
and  this  Government  cannot  acquiesce  in  any  sach  prescriptive  measares 
which  compel  its  citizens  to  abandon  Turkey  solely  on  account  of  their 
religious  proclivities. 

*^  Mr.  Heap's  dispatch  will  acquaint  you  with  the  extent  of  his  action 
and  that  of  the  consul  at  Beirut  to  prevent  this  wrong.'* 

Mr.  Bayard,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cox,  Aug.  29,  1885;  MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey;   For. 
Rel..l885. 

^^  Your  No.  22  of  the  24th  instant  has  been  received,  and  the  action 
of  Mr.  Heap,  therein  reported,  in  opposing  the  order  of  the  Turkish 
authorities  for  the  expulsion  of  the  brothers  Lubrowsky,  American  citi- 
zens, from  Safed,  in  Palestine,  solely  because  of  their  Semitic  faith, 
meets  with  the  approval  of  the  Department  as  anticipating  the  instruc- 
tions sent  to  you  on  the  29th  of  August  last. 

^^  This  Government  cannot  assent  to  any  religious  test  being  applied 
to  citizens  of  the  United  States  by  any  power  whatever.  No  officer  of 
the  United  States  is  constitutionally  competent  to  admit  the  validity  of 
such  a  test.  Hence,  Mr.  Heap's  telegraphic  instructions  to  Mr.  Robe- 
son that  the  Lubrowsky  brothers  should  not  yield  to  the  order  of  expul- 
sion, unless  force  were  employed,  is  approved  as  discreet  and  proper. 
It  is  hoped  that  your  anticipations  may  be  realized,  and  that,  in  view 
of  the  attitude  taken  by  the  legation,  the  matter  may  r.est  without  fur- 
ther proceedings  against  the  parties." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cox,  Oct.  15, 1685;  MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey;  For. 

Rel.,  1885. 
As  to  persecution  of  Jews  iu  Russia,  see  speech  of  Mr.  S.  S.  Cox,  July  31, 1882; 

pamphlet,  library  Dep.  of  State. 
As  to  persecntion  of  Jews  in  Roumania,  see  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  75,  42d  Con^., 

2d  sess. ;  as  to  correspondence  with  Great  Britain  as  to  persecution  of  Jews, 

see  Brit,  and  For.  State  Papers,  1871*'2,  vol.  62. 
As  to  expulsion  of  offensiye  residents,  see  infra,  A  206. 

(12)  NON-PROHIBtTION  OP  PUBLICATIONS   OB   SUBSCRIPTIONS   IN   AID 

OF  POLITICAL  ACTION  ABROAD. 

§56. 

That  a  neutral  may  permit  free  discussion,  in  his  territory,  in  respect  to  bel- 
ligerents, see  infraf  $  389. 
As  to  expressions  of  sympathy  with  liberal  political  movements,  see  supra,  $  47a. 

Libeloas  letters  addressed  in  this  country  by  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  to  a  foreign  minister  may  be  the  subject  of  judicial  prosecution, 
but  not  of  diplomatic  interference. 

Mr.  Hunter,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sartiges,  May  22,  1852 ;  MSS.  Notes, 
France.    See  Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sartiges,  June  2,  1856.* 

*'The  Government  of  the  United  States  have  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
press  in  the  respective  States,  and  if  such  jurisdiction  existed,  its  ex- 
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ercise  with  a  view  to  prevent  or  to  inflict  panishment  for  any.  publica* 
tion  criticising  or  condemning  the  course  of  public  measures  in  other 
countries,  or  in  our  own^  would  be  an  experiment  upon  the  feeble  for- 
bearance, little  likely  to  be  made,  and  if  made,  sure  to  be  defeated," 

Mr.   Cass,  Sec.  of  SUte,  to  Mr.  Molina,  Nov.  26,  I860 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Central 
America. 

"Free  discussion,  by  speech  and  in  the  press,  in  public  assemblies, 
and  in  private  conversation,  of  the  Cretan  insurrection,  and  of  all  other 
political  transactions  and  movements  occurring  either  abroad  or  at 
home,  is  among  the  rights  and  liberties  guaranteed  by  the  Gonstitution 
of  the  United  States  to  every  citizen  and  even  to  every  stranger  who 
sojourns  among  us,  and  is  altogether  exempt  from  any  censure  or  injury 
on  the  part  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  The  opponents 
of  Crete  and  the  friends  of  Turkey  exercise  very  freely  the  same  right. 
On  the  other  hand,  this  Government  makes  no  inquiry  concerning  what 
is  preached,  spoken,  or  written  in  Turkey,  or  in  any  other  country,  by 
the  citizens  or  subjects  thereof,  although  the  matters  discussed  may  be 
deeply  interesting  to  the  American  people.  The  maxim  was  long  since 
adopted  in  the  United  States  that  even  error  of  opinion  may  be  safely 
tolerated  where  reason  is  left  free  to  combat  it." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Blacque  Bey,  Jan.  20,  1869 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Turkey. 

The  Executive  of  the  United  States  cannot  initiate  proceedings  for 
the  prosecution  of  parties  in  New  York  charged  with  libeling  foreign 
sovereigns. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Roberts,  Jqne  1, 1869;  MSS.  Notes,  Spain. 

^<  This  Government  and  people  feel  nothing  but  detestation  for  such 
publications  [prompting  assassination  and  arson  in  England].  The  ques- 
tion whether  a  journal  mij£ing  publications  of  the  character  of  those  re- 
ferred to  could  or  could  not  by  process  of  law  be  suppressed,  as  calcu- 
lated to  lead  to  an  infraction  of  our  treaty  engagements,  or  whether  Con- 
gress could  properly  legislate  on  the  subject,  does  not  now  demand  the 
expression  of  an  opinion.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  knows 
the  effect  of  the  publications  in  question,  and  how  to  treat  them.  We 
have  a  large  population  of  Irish  people,  and  of  those  directly  descended 
from  them.  They  nre  attached  to  this  country,  obedient  to  its  laws,  and 
for  the  most  part  citizens  of  this  Kepublic.  They  naturally  have  a  friend- 
ship  for  their  kinsmen  in  the  United  Kingdom,  and  perhaps  a  passive 
sympathy  with  them  in  the  agitations  in  Ireland,  but  as  their  sympathy 
does  not  manifest  itself  in  overt  acts,  we  think  it  would  not  be  wise  by 
any  governmental  action  to  excite  in  them  hostility  towards  a  nation 
with  which  we  are  at  peace,  and  thus  disturb  the  cordiality  which  it  is 
both  the  pleasure  and  the  interest  of  this  Republic  to  maintain  with 
Her  Majesty's  Government.  These  considerations  have  weight  and 
influence ;  but  what  is  conclusive  on  the  subject  is  that  this  Govern- 
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ment  capnot  consent,  by  its  official  notice,  to  emphasize,  dignify,  and 
give  prominence  to  articles  of  the  character  complained  of,  which, 
while  unnoticed,  are  impotent.  Her  Majesty's  Government  should,  if 
satisfied  with  the  friendly  purpose  of  this  Government,  accord  to  it 
the  right  when  it  thinks  its  own  interests  are  involved,  of  shaping  its 
policy  according  to  its  own  discretion.  This  right  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  must  exercise.''  ' 

Mr.  FrelinghuyBen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  LoweU,  Dec.  4,  1883;  MSS.  Inst., 
Great  Britain. 

'^  This  Government  is  as  deeply  sensible  as  any  other  of  the  danger 
to  all  government  and  society  from  lawless  combinations  which  may 
secretly  plot  assassination  and  destruction  of  life  and  property.  At 
the  same  time  it  can  only  proceed  against  offenders,  or  suspected  offend- 
ers, in  accordance  with  law ;  and  it  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  any  law 
is  now  in  existence  in  this  country  by  which  the  publishers  of  the  paper 
or  papers  in  question  can  be  called  to  account.  I  am  not  aware  that 
such  a  law  exists  in  any  country.  It  is  but  recently  that  any  law  for 
the  punishment  of  incitement  to  the  commission  of  murder  in  foreign 
countries  was  placed  on  the  British  statute  book. 

''  The  present  laws  of  the  United  States  only  aim  to  meet  the  cases 
of  actual  overt  acts  of  hostility  against  a  friendly  nation  when  such 
acts  are  committed  within  the  territorj'^  of  the  United  States.  So  far 
as  I  remember,  this  is  the  full  extent  to  which  other  nations  have  gone 
in  this  direction." 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lowell,  Nov.  24,  1864 ;  MSS.  Inst., 
Great  Britain. 

It  was  held  in  1794,  by  Mr.  Kandolph,  when  Secretary  of  State,  fol- 
lowing the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General,  that  a  libel  on  the  British 
minister  is  indictable  at  common  law  in  the  Federal  courts. 

Mr.  Randolph,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Harrison,  Sept.  18, 1794 ;  MSS.  Dom.  Let 

This  view,  however,  was  exploded  by  the  subsequent  rulings  of  the 
Supreme  Court  that  the  Federal  court  have  no  common-law  criminal 
jurisdiction. 

"  In  a  charge  by  Chief  Justice  McKean,  in  Philadelphia,  in  1791,  the 
attention  of  the  grand  jury  was  called  to  certain  pnbhcations  of  Cob- 
bett  and  others,  grossly  attacking  the  King  of  Spain  as  the  supple  tool 
of  the  French  nation.  From  this  charge,  the  following  passages  are 
extracted : 

"'At  a  time  when  misunderstandings  prevail  between  the  Republic 
of  France  and  the  United  States,  and  when  our  General  Government 
have  appointed  public  ministers  to  endeavor  to  effect  their  removal,  and 
restore  the  former  harmony,  some  of  the  journals  or  newspapers  in  the 
city  of  Philadelphia  have  teemed  with  the  most  irritating  invectives, 
couched  in  the  most  vulgar  and  opprobrious  language,  not  only  against 
the  French  nation  and  their  allies,  but  the  very  men  in  power  with 
whom  the  ministers  of  our  country  are  sent  to  negotiate.    These  pub- 
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lications  have  an  evident  tendency,  not  only  to  frustrate  a  reconcilia- 
tion, but  to  create  a  rupture  and  provoke  a  war  between  the  sister 
Bepublics,  and  seem  calculated  to  vilify, — nay,  to  subvert, — all  republi- 
can Governments  whatever. 

"*  Impressed  with  the  duties  of  my  station,  I  have  used  some  en- 
deavors for  checking  these  evils,  by  binding  over  the  editqr  and  printer 
of  one  of  them — licentious  and  virulent  beyond  all  former  example — 
to  his  good  behavior;  but  he  still  perseveres  in  his  nefarious  publica- 
tions. He  has  ransacked  our  language  for  terms  of  insult  and  reproach, 
and  for  the  basest  accusations  against  every  ruler  and  distinguished 
character  in  France  and  Spain  with  whom  we  chance  to  have  any  in- 
tercourse, which  it  is  scarce  in  nature  to  forgive.  In  brief,  he  braves 
his  recognizance  and  the  laws.  It  is  now  with  you,  gentlemen  of  the 
grand  jury,  to  animadvert  on  his  conduct.  Without  your  aid  it  cannot 
be  corrected.  The  Government  that  will  not  discountenance,  may  be 
thought  to  adopt  it,  and  be  justly  chargeable  with  all  the  consequences. 

"^ Every  nation  ougl^t  to  avoid  giving  any  real  oflense  to  another. 
Some  medals  and  dull  jests  are  mentioned  and  represented  as  a  ground 
of  quarrel  between  the  English  and  Dutch  in  101*2,  and  likewise  called 
Louis  the  XIV  to  make  an  expedition  into  the  United  Provinces  of  the. 
Netherlands  in  the  same  year,  and  nearly  ruined  the  Commonwealth. 

"*  We  are  sorry  to  find  our  endeavors  in  this  way  have  not  been  at- 
tended with  all  the  good  effects  that  were  expected  from  them.  How- 
ever, we  are  determined  to  pursue  the  prevailing  vice  of  the  times  with 
zeal  and  indignation,  that  crimes  may  no  longer  appear  less  odious  for 
being  iashionable,  nor  the  more  secure  from  punishment  from  being 
popular.'    (See  Whart.  St.  Tr.,  325;  Whart.  Or.  L.,  §  1612a.) 

"The  bill  against  Cobbett  was  ignored  by  the  grand  jury,  as,  under 
the  circumstances,  might  have  been  expected.  The  party  contest  be- 
tween the  friends  of  a  French  and  the  friends  of  an  English  alliance 
was  then  at  its  height,  and  never  was  there  a  party  conquest  more  bit- 
ter and  more  unscrupulous.  The  prosecution  was  instituted  no  doubt 
by  persons  in  sympathy  with  the  Democratic  party,  and  the  bill  was 
signed  by  Mr.  Jared  IngersoU,  then  the  Democratic  attorney-general 
of  Pennsylvania,  and  it  was  not  to  be  expected  that  those  members  of 
the  grand  jury  who  detested  France  would  give  it  -their  votes.  But 
while  this  explains  the  ignoring  of  the  bill  against  Cobbett,  on  the 
same  principle  as  may  be  explained  the  verdict  of  acquittal  in  Ber- 
nard's case,  the  result  does  not  in  any  way  affect  the  authority  of  Chief 
Justice  McKean's  ruling  as  a  matter  of  law.  He  was  not  only  a  learned, 
well-trained,  and  experienced  lawyer,  but  he  was  thoroughly  familiar 
with  the  history  of  our  institutions,  and  with  the  relation  of  the  States  to 
the  Federal  Government  and  to  European  sovereignties.  He  had  been 
for  seventeen  years  a  member  of  the  Pennsylvania  legislature.  He 
was  the  only  member  of  the  Continental  Congress  who  remained  in 
continuous  service  during  the  whole  Eevolutionary  war.  He  was  a 
signer  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence.  He  was  President  of  the 
Congress  in  1781.  He  was  chief  justice  of  Pennsylvania  from  1777  to 
1799,  and  during  that  long  period  he  was  regarded  by  the  bar  of  Phila- 
delphia, a  bar  of  singular  learning  and  cultivation,  as  a  master  in  juris- 
prudence, and  as  a  judge  who  never  permitted  himself  to  be  swayed 
by  partisan  or  personal  temper.  Nor  was  there  at  that  time  any  dis- 
sent from  the  position  that  if  libels  on  foreign  countries  were  ])nblished 
in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  it  was  the  function  of  the  State  of  Penn- 
Bylvania  to  prosecpte  the  authors  of  these  libels.    Congress,  in  Mr. 
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Adams's  administration,  did  not  hesitate  to  pass.a  statute  making  *  sedi- 
tious libels'  indictable  in  Federal  courts,  but  it  limited  its  action  to  such 
libels  as  attacked  the  Federal  system.  Libels  on  foreign  powers  were 
left  to  the  action  of  the  several  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
such  States  they  still  remain." 

6  Crim.  Law  Mag.,  176. 

■ 

(13)  Charitable  contributions  abroad. 

§  56a. 

Official  contributions  to  charitable  objects  do  not  not  fall  within  the 
range  of  Congressional  or  Executive  power.  But  favors  may  be  granted 
in  aid  of  such  objects  by  special  passports,  or,  in  certain  cases,  by  re- 
missions of  duty.  "  Of  such  a  character  was  the  assistance  rendered  by 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  for  transporting  to  Ireland  the 
contributions  of  provisions  spontaneously  offered  by  the  American 
people." 

I  Halleck,  Int.  Law  (by  Baker),  407. 

III.  INTERVENTION  OF  EUROPEAN  SOVEREIGNS  IN  AFFAIRS  OF, THIS 
CONTINENT  DISAPPROVED— MONROE  DOCTRINE, 

§57. 

The  ''Holy  Alliance"  took  formal  shape  in  a  treaty  signed  at  Paris 
on  September  26,1815,  between  the  Emperors  of  Austria  and  of  Eussia 
and  the  King  of  Prussia,  acting  as  absolute  sovereigns,  without  the  in- 
tervention of  responsible  ministers  or  diplomatic  agents.  Great  Britain 
took  no  part  in  this  alliance  (although  Greorge  IV,  then  Prince  Regent, 
no  doubt  personally  sympathized  with  it),  for  the  reason  that  by  the 
constitution  of  Great  Britain  the  sovereign  can  only  act  through  re- 
sponsible ministers.  The  ostensible  object  of  the  alliance  was  the  sub- 
ordination of  politics  to  the  Christian  religion.  The  real  principle, 
however,  was  the  establishment  of  jure  divino  autocracies,  each  sovereign 
incorporating  in  himself  " the  Christian  religion"  as  well  as  supi*eme 
political  power.  Had  the  three  sovereigns  who  originated  the  scheme 
been  able  to  agree,  they  might  have  dominated  the  civilized  world.  But, 
from  the  nature  of  things,  three  Jure  divino  autocrats,  each  claiming  for 
his  opinions  divine  authority,  could  not  be  expected  to  agree  perma- 
nently ;  and  so  it  ultimately  turned  out. 

Mr.  Canning,  in  his  correspondence  with  Mr.  Bush,  our  minister  in 
England,  in  1823,  having  suggested  that  the  United  States  should  take 
decided  ground  against  the  intervention  of  the  Holy  Alliance  in  South 
America,  Mr.  Monroe  sent  the  papers  to  Mr.  Jefferson,  asking  his  advice. 
To  this  request  Mr.  Jefferson  answered  as  follows : 

"  MoNTiCELLO,  October  24,  1823. 

"  Dear  Sir  :  The  question  presented  by  the  letters  you  have  sent 
me  is  the  most  momentous  which  has  ever  been  offered  to  my  contem- 
plation since  that  of  Independence.  That  made  us  a  nation ;  this  sets 
our  compass  and  points  the  course  which  we  are  to  steer  through  the 
ocean  of  time  opening  on  us.    And  never  could  we  embark  upon  it  nn- 
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der  circamBtances  more  auspicious.  Oar  first  and  fdDdamental  maxim 
should  be  never  to  entangle  ourselves  in  the  broils  of  Europe ;  our  sec- 
ond, never  to  suffer  Europe  to  intermeddle  with  cis- Atlantic  affairs. 
America,  North  and  South,  has  a  set  of  interests  distinct  from  those  of 
Europe,  and  peculiarly  her  own.  She  should,  therefore,  have  a  system 
of  her  own,  separate  and  apart  from  that  of  Europe.  While  the  last  is 
laboring  to  become  the  domicile  of  despotism,  our  endeavor  should 
surely  be  to  make  our  hemisphere  that  of  freedom. 

^*One  nation,  most  of  all,  could  disturb  us  in  this  pursuit;  she  now 
offers  to  lead,  aid,  and  accompany  us  in  it.  By  acceding  to  her  propo- 
sition we  detach  her  from  the  bands,  bring  her  mighty  weight  into  the 
scale  of  Iree  government,  and  emancipate  a  continent  at  one  stroke, 
which  might  otherwise  linger  long  in  doubt  and  difficulty.  Great  Brit- 
ain is  the  nation  which  can  do  us  the  most  harm  of  any  one  or  all  on 
earth,  and  with  her  on  our  side  we  need  not  fear  the  whole  world. 
With  her,  then,  we  should  most  seduously  cherish  a  cordial  friendship, 
and  nothing  would  tend  more  to  knit  cur  afiections  than  to  be  fighting 
once  more  side  by  side  in  the  same  cause.  Not  tH^t  I  would  purchase 
even  her  amity  at  the  price  of  taking  part  in  her  wars. 

"But  the  war  in  which  the  present  proposition  might  engage  us, 
should  that  be  its  consequence,  is  not  her  war,  but  ours.  Its  object  is 
to  introduce  and  establish  the  American  system  of  keeping  out  of  our 
land  all  foreign  powers — of  never  permitting  those  of  Europe  to  inter- 
meddle with  the  affairs  of  our  nations.  It  is  to  maintain  our  own  prin- 
ciple, not  to  depart  from  it ;  and  if,  to  facilitate  this,  we  can  effect  a 
division  in  the  body  of  the  European  powers  and  draw  over  to  our  side 
its  most  powerful  member,  surely  we  should  do  it.  But  1  am  clearly  of 
Mr.  Canning's  opinion  that  it  will  prevent  instead  of  provoking  war. 
With  Great  Britain  withdrawn  from  their  scale  and  shifted  into  that  of 
our  two  continents,  all  Europe  combined  would  not  undertake  such  a 
war,  for  how  would  they  propose  to  get  at  either  enemy  without  superior 
fleets!  Nor  is  the  occasion  to  be  slighted  which  this  proposition  offers 
of  declaring  our  protest  against  the  atrocious  violations  of  the  rights  of 
nations  by  .the  interference  of  any  one  in  the  internal  affairs  of  another 
80  flagitiously  begun  by  Bonaparte,  and  now  continued  hy  the  equally 
lawless  Alliance  calling  itself  Holy. 

**  But  we  have  first  to  ask  ourselves  a  question.  Do  we  wish  to  ac- 
quire to  our  own  confederacy  any  one  or  more  of  the  Spanish  provinces  ? 
I  candidly  confess  that  I  have  ever  looked  on  Cuba  as  the  most  inter- 
esting addition  which  could  ever  be  made  to  our  system  of  States.  The 
control  which,  with  Florida  Point,  this  island  would  give  us  over  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  and  the  countries  and  isthmus  bordering  on  it,  as  well 
as  all  those  whose  waters  flow  into  it,  would  fill  up  the  measure  of  our 
political  well-being.  Yet,  as  I  am  sensible  that  this  can  never  be  ob- 
tained, even  with  her  own  consent,  but  by  wa-r,  and  its  independence, 
which  is  our  second  interest  (and  especially  its  independence  of  Eng- 
land), can  be  secured  without  it,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  abandoning  my 
first  wish  to  future  chances,  and  accepting  its  independence,  with  peace 
and  the  friendship  of  England,  rather  than  its  association  at  the  expense 
of  war  and  her  enmity. 

"  I  could  honestly,  therefore,  join  in  the  declaration  proposed  that  we 
aim  not  at  the  acquisition  of  any  of  those  possessions — that  we  will  not 
stand  in  the  way  of  any  amicable  arrangement  between  them  and  the 
mother  country — ^but  that  we  will  oppose  with  all  our  means  the  forcible 
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interposition  of  any  other  power  as  auxiliary,  stipendiary,  or  under  any 
other  form  or  pretext,  and  most  especially  their  transfer  to  any  power 
by  conquest,  cession,  or  acquisition  in  any  other  way.  I  should  think 
it,  therefore,  advisable  that  the  Executive  should  encourage  the  British 
Government  to  a  continuance  in  the  dispositions  expressed  in  these  let- 
ters by  an  assurance  of  his  concurrence  with  them  as  far  as  his  authority 
goes,  and  that  as  it  may  lead  to  war,  the  declaration  of  which  requires 
an  act  of  Congress^  the  case  shall  be  laid  before  them  for  consideration 
at  their  first  meeting,  and  under  the  reasonable  aspect  in  which  it  is 
seen  by  himself. 

"  I  have  been  so  long  weaned  from  political  subjects,  and  have  so  long 
ceased  to  take  any  interest  in  them,  that  I  am  sensible  I  am  not  quali- 
fied to  offer  opinions  on  them  worthy  of  any  attention ;  but  the  ques- 
tion now  proposed  involves  consequences  so  lasting,  and  effects  so  deci- 
sive of  our  future  destinies,  as  to  rekindle  all  the  interest  I  have  hereto- 
fore felt  on  such  occasions,  and  to  induce  me  to  the  hazard  of  opinions 
which  will  prove  only  my  wish  to  contribute  still  my  mite  toward  any- 
thing which  may  houseful  to  our  country.  And,  praying  you  to  accept 
it  at  only  what  it  is  worth,  I  add  the  assurance  of  my  constant  and  affec- 
tionate friendship  and  respect.'' 

7  Jeff.  Works,  315. 

Mr.  Madison,  being  consulted  at  the  same  time,  through  Mr.  Jeffer- 
son, answered  as  follows : 

TO  PRESIDENT  MONROE. 

October  30,  1823. 

"Dear  Sir:  I  have  just  received  from  Mr.  Jefferson  your  letter  to 
him,  with  the  correspondence  between  Mr.  Canning  and  Mr.  Eush,  sent 
for  his  and  my  perusal  and  our  opinions  on  the  subject  of  it. 

"From  the  disclosures  of  Mr.  Canning,  it  appears,  as  was  otherwise  to 
be  inferred,  that  the  success  of  France  against  Spain  would  be  followed 
by  an  attempt  of  the  holy  allies  to  reduce  the  revolutionized  colonies 
of  the  latter  to  their  former  dependence. 

"The  professions  we  have  made  to  these  neighbors,  our  sympathies 
with  their  liberties  and  independence,  the  deep  interest  we  have  in  the 
most  friendly  relations  with  them,,  and  the  consequences  threatened  by 
a  command  of  their  resources  by  the  great  powers,  confederated  against 
the  rights  and  reforms  of  which  we  have  given  so  conspicuous  and  per- 
suasive an  example,  all  unite  in  calling  for  our  efforts  to  defeat  the 
meditated  crusade.  It  is  particularly  fortunate  that  the  policy  of  Great 
Britain,  though  guided  by  calculations,  different  from  ours,  has  pre- 
sented a  co-operation  for  an  object  the  same  with  ours.  With  that  co- 
operation we  have  nothing  to  fear  from  the  rest  of  Europe,  and  with  it 
the  best  assurance  of  success  to  our  laudable  views.  There  ought  not, 
therefore,  to  be  any  backwardness,  I  think,  in  meeting  her  in  the  way 
she  has  proposed,  keeping  in  view,  of  course,  the  spirit  and  forms  of  the 
(Constitution  in  ever^^  stej)  taken  in  the  road  to  war,  which  must  be  the 
last  step  if  those  short  of  war  should  be  without  avail. 

"It  cannot  be  doubted  that  Mr.  Canning's  proposal,  though  made  with 
the  air  of  consultation,  as  well  as  concert,  was  founded  on  a  predeter- 
mination to  take  the  course  marked  out,  whatever  might  be  the  recep- 
tion given  here  to  his  invitation.    But  this  consideration  ought  not  to 
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divert  us  from  what  is  just  and  proper  in  itself.  Our  co-operation  is 
due  to  ourselves  and  to  the  world,  and  while  it  must  insure  success  in 
the  event  of  an  appeal  to  force,  it  doubles  the  chance  of  success  with- 
out that  appeal.  It  is  not  improbable  that  Great  Britain  would  like 
best  to  have  the  merit  of  being  the  sole  champion  of  her  new  friends, 
notwithstanding  the  greater  difficulty  to  be  encountered,  but  for  the 
dilemma  in  which  she  would  be  placed.  She  must,  in  that  case,  either 
leave  us,  as  neutrals,  to  extend  our  commerce  and  navigation  at  the 
expense  of  hers,  or  make  us  enemies  by  renewing  her  paper  blockades 
and  other  arbitrary  proceedings  on  the  ocean.  It  may  be  hoped  that 
such  a  dilemma  will  not  be  without  a  permanent  tendency  to  check  her 
proneness  to  unnecessary  wars. 

"  Why  the  British  Cabinet  should  have  scrupled  to  arrest  the  calamity 
it  now  apprehends  by  applying  to  the  threats  of  France  against  Spain 
the  small  effort  which  it  scruples  not  to  employ  in  behalf  of  Spanish 
America,  is  best  known  to  itself.  It  is  dif^cult  to  find  any  other  ex- 
planation than  that  interest  in  the  one  case  has  more  weight  in  its 
casuistry  than  principle  had  in  the  other. 

"Will  it  not  be  honorable  to  our  country,  and  possibly  not  altogether 
in  vain,  to  invite  the  British  Government  to  extend  the  'avowed  dis- 
approbation' of  the  project  against  the  Spanish  colonies  to  the  enter- 
prise of  France  against  Spain  herself,  and  even  to  join  in  some  declara- 
tory act  in  behalf  of  the  Greeks!  On  the  supposition  that  no  form 
could  be  given  to  the  act  clearing  it  of  a  pledge  to  follow  it  up  by  war, 
we  ought  to  compare  the  good  to  be  done  with  the  little  injury  to  be 
apprehended  to  the  United  States,  shielded  as  their  interests  would  be 
by  the  power  and  the  fleets  of  Great  Britain  united  with  their  own. 
These  are  questions,  however,  which  may  require  more  information  than 
I  possess,  and  more  reflection  than  I  can  now  give  them. 

**  What  is  the  extent  of  Mr.  Canning's  disclaimer  as  to  the  ^remaining 
possessions  of  Spain  in  America.  Does  it  exclude  future  views  of  ac- 
quiring Porto  Eico,  &c.,  as  well  as  Cuba?  It  leaves  Great  Britain  free, 
as  I  understand  it,  in  relation  to  other  quarters  of  the  globe." 

TO  MR.   JEFFERSON. 

M0NTPEL.IER,  November  1, 1823. 

"Dear  Sir:  I  return  the  letter  of  the  President.  The  correspond- 
ence from  abroad  has  gone  back  to  him,  as  you  desired.  I  have  ex- 
pressed to  him  my  concurrence  in  the  policy  of  meeting  the  advances 
of  the  British  Government,  having  an  eye  to  the  forms  of  our  Constitu- 
tion in  every  step  in  the  road  to  war.  With  the  British  power  and  navy 
combined  with  our  own,  we  have  nothing  to  fear  from  the  rest  of  the 
world,  and  in  the  great  struggle  of  the  epoch  between  liberty  and  des- 
potism, we  owe  it  to  ourselves  to  sustain  the  former,  in  this  hemisphere 
at  least.  I  hfive  even  suggested  an  invitation  to  the  British  Govern- 
ment to  join  in  applying  the  "small  effort  for  so  much  good"  to  the 
French  invasion  of  Spain,  and  to  make  Greece  an  object  of  some  such 
favorable  attention.  Why  Mr.  Canning  and  his  colleague  did  not  sooner 
interpose  against  the  calamity,  which  could  not  have  escaped  foresight, 
cannot  be  otherwise  explained  but  by  the  different  aspect  of  the  ques- 
tion when  it  related  to  liberty  in  Spain,  and  to  the  extension  of  British 
commerce  to  her  former  colonies." 

3  Madison's  Writings,  339. 
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The  following  is  from  a  •* private"  letter  from  Mr.  Canning,  on  De- 
cember 21,  1823,  to  Sir  William  k  Court,  British  minister  at  Spain 
(Stapleton's  Canning  and  his  Times,  395):  '*  Monarchy  in  Mexico  and 
monarchy  in  Brazil  would  cure  the  evils  of  universal  democracy  and 
prevent  the  drawing  of  demarkation  which  I  most*  dread — America 
V8.  Europe.  The  United  States,  naturally  enough,  aim  at  this  divis- 
ion, and  cherish  the  democracy  which  leads  to  it.  But  I  do  not  much 
apprehend  their  influence,  even  if  I  believe  (which  I  do  not  altogether) 
in  all  the  reports  of  their  activity  in  America.  Mexico  and  they  are 
too  neighborly  to  be  friends.  In  the  meanwhile  they  have  aid^  us 
materially.  •  •  ♦  While  I  was  yet  hesitating  (in  September)  what 
shape  to  give  to  the  declaration  and  protest  which  ultimately  was  con- 
veyed in  my  conference  with  P.  de  Polignac,  and  while  J  was  more 
doubtful  as  to  the  effect  of  that  protest  and  declaration,  I  sounded  Mr. 
Eush  (the  American  minister  here)  as  to  his  powers  and  disposition  to 
join  in  any  step  which  we  might  take  to  prevent  a  hostile  enterprise  on 
the  part  of  the  European  powers  against  Spanish  America.  He  had  no 
powers;  'but  he  would  have  taken  upon  himself  to  join  with  us,  if  we 
would  have  begun  by  recognizing  the  Spanish-American  States.  This 
we  could  not  do,  and  so  we  went  on  without.  But  1  have  no  doubt  that 
his  report  to  his  Government  of  this  sounding^  which  he  probably  rep- 
resented as  an  overture,  had  a  great  share  in  producing  the  explicit 
declaration  of  the  President.'' 

As  Mr.  Stapleton  remarks,  Mr.  Canning's  position  was  simply  that 
Great  Britain  would  not  permit  other  European  powers  to  interfere  on 
behalf  of  Spain  in  her  contest  with  her  American  colonies.  So  far  from 
assenting  to  the  position  that  the  ^^  unoccupied  parts  of  America  are 
no  longer  open  to  colonization  from  Europe,"  he  held  that  "the  United 
States  had  no  right  to  take  umbrage  at  the  establishment  of  new  colonies 
from  Europe  on  any  such  unoccupied  parts  of  the  American  continent." 

The  Holy  Alliance,  at  the  period  when  Mr.  Canning's  conference  with 
Mr.  Bush  took  place,  acted  vigorously.  They  united  in  sustaining  the 
Bourbons  in  Naples,  where  they  re-established  the  Bourbon  dynasty  on 
the  basis  of  absolutism,  against  the  faint  protest  of  France  and  the 
sullen  disapproval  of  England.  Meeting  again  at  Verona  in  1822,  they 
guaranteed  the  intervention  of  France  in  Spain,  although  the  British 
ministry  gave  still  more  ominous  signs  of  disapproval,  which  finally  ex- 
hibited tiiemselves  in  utterances  of  the  British  cabinet  to  the  effect 
that  they  would  not  look  with  indifference  at  any  intervention  of  the 
Alliance  in  the  affairs  of  South  America.  It  is  by  the  possibility  of  the 
Alliance  undertaking  such  intervention  that  the  correspondence  here 
given  is  to  be  explained.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  wa« 
determined  to  resist  such  intervention,  and  in  such  resistance,  if  wisely 
conducted,  it  had  every  reason  to  expect  the  assistance  of  Great  Brit- 
ain. The  terms,  however,  in  which  this  position  was  expressed  by  Mr. 
Monroe  differed  only  in  form  from  those  in  which  the  relations  of  the 
United  States  to  European  Governments  had  been  defined  previously 
bv  Mr.  Jefferson.  Mr.  Jefferson  to  Mr.  Short,  Kov.  24,  1701,  3  Jeff. 
Works,  302  5  to  Mr.  Paine,  March  18,  1801-'4,  i(?.,  370 ;  to  Mr.  Short, 
Oct.  3,  1801-'4,  id.^  413 ;  see  supra,  §  45. 

The  Emperor  of  Russia  having  suggested,  early  in  1820,  that  the 
United  States  should  join  the  Holy  Alliance,  the  following  response 
was  made :  *'  The  political  system  of  the  United  States  is  essentially 
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extra-Earopean.  To  stand  in  firm  and  cautions  independence  of  all 
entanglement  in  the  European  system,  has  been  a  cardinal  point  of 
their  policy  under  every  administration  of  their  Government  from  the 
peace  of  1783  to  this  day."  For  this,  if  for  no  other  reasons,  the  request 
of  Bussia,  that  the  United  States  should  become  a  party  to  the  Holy 
Alliance,  should  be  declined. 

Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Middleton,  July  5,  1820 5  MSS.  Inst., 
Kussia. 

In  Mr.  Monroe's  seventh  annual  message,  delivered  on  December  2, 
1823,  the  doctrine,  afterwards  called  by  his  name,  was  thus  expressed : 

**  At  the  proposal  of  theEussian  Imperial  Government,  made  through 
the  minister  of  the  Emperor  residing  here,  a  full  power  and  instructions 
have  been  transmitted  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  at  St.  Peters- 
burg to  aiTange,  by  amicable  negotiation,  the  respective  rights  and  in- 
terests of  the  two  nations  on  the  northwest  coast  of  this  continent.  A 
similar  proposal  had  been  made  by  his  Imperial  Majesty  to  the  Govern- 
ment of  Great  Britain,  which  has  likewise  been  acceded  to.  The  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  has  been  desirous,  by  this  friendly  pro- 
ceeding, of  manifesting  the  great  value  which  they  have  invariably  at- 
tached to  the  friendship  of  the  Emperor,  and  their  solicitude  to  cultivate 
the  best  understanding  with  his  Government.  In  the  discussions  to 
which  this  interest  has  given  rise  and  in  the  arrangements  by  which 
they  may  terminate,  the  occasion  has  been  judged  proper  for  asserting, 
as  a  principle  in  which  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  United  States  are 
involved,  that  the  American  continents,  by  the  free  and  independent 
condition  which  they  have  assumed  and  maintain,  are  henceforth  not 
to  be  considered  as  subjects  for  future  colonization  by  any  European 
powers. 

<'  It  was  stated  at  the  commencement  of  the  last  session  that  a  great- 
effort  was  then  making  in  Spain  and  Portugal  to  improve  the  condition 
of  the  people  of  those  countries,  and  that  it  appears  to  be  conducted 
with  extraordinary  moderation.  It  need  scarcely  be  remarked  that  the 
result  has  been  so  far  very  different  from  what  was  then  anticipated. 
Of  events  in  that  quarter  of  the  globe,  with  which  we  have  so  much  in- 
tercourse, and  from  which  we  derive  our  origin,  we  have  always  been 
anxious  and  interested  spectators.  The  citizens  of  the  United  States 
cherish  sentiments  the  most  friendly  in  favor  of  the  liberty  and  happiness 
of  their  fellow-men  on  that  side  of  the  Atlantic.  In  the  wars  of  the  Eu- 
ropean powers,  in  matters  relating  to  themselves,  we  have  never  taken 
any  part,  nor  does  it  comport  with  our  policy  to  do  so.  It  is  only  when 
our  rights  are  invaded  or  seriously  menaced  that  we  resent  injuries  or 
make  preparation  for  our  defense.  With  the  movements  in  this  hemi- 
sphere we  are  of  necessity  more  immediately  connected,  and  by  causes 
which  must  be  obvious  to  all  enlightened  and  impartial  observers. 

"  The  political  system  of  the  allied  powers  is  essentially  different  in 
this  respect  from  that  of  America.    This  difference  proceeds  from  tbat 
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which  exists  in  their  respective  Governments.  And  to  the  defense  of 
our  own,  which  has  been  achieved  b^  the  loss  of  so  mach  blood  and 
treasure,  and  matured  by  the  wisdom  of  their  most  enlightened  citi- 
zens, and  under  which  we  have  enjoyed  unexampled  felicity,  this  whole 
nation  is  devoted.  We  owe  it,  therefore,  to  candor  and  to  the  amicable 
relations  existing  between  the  United  States  and  those  powers  to  de- 
clare that  we  should  consider  any  attempt  on  their  part  to  extend  their 
system  to  any  portion  of  this  hemisphere  as  dangerous  to  our  peace  and 
safety.  With  the  existing  colonies  or  dependencies  of  any  European 
power  we  have  not  interfered,  and  shall  not  interfere.  But  with  the 
Governments  who  have  declared  their  independence  and  maintained  it, 
and  whose  independence  we  have,  on  great  consideration  and  on  just 
principles,  acknowledged,  we  could  not  view  any  interposition  for  the 
purpose  of  oppressing  them,  or  controlling  in  any  other  manner  their 
destiny,  by  any  European  power,  in  any  other  light  than  as  the  mani- 
festation of  an  unfriendly  disposition  toward  the  United  States.  In  the 
war  between  those  new  Governments  and  Spain  we  declared  our  neu- 
trality at  the  time  of  their  recognition,  and  to  this  we  have  adhered,  and 
shall  continue  to  adhere,  provided  no  change  shall  occur  which,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  competent  authorities  of  this  Government,  shall  make 
a  corresponding  change  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  indispensable 
to  their  security. 

^'  The  late  events  in  Spain  and  Portugal  show  that  Europe  is  still  un- 
settled. Of  this  important  fact  no  stronger  proof  can  be  adduced  than 
that  the  allied  powers  should  have  thought  it  proper,  on  a-pi-inciple 
satisfactory  to  themselves,  to  have  interposed  by  force  in  the  internal 
concerns  of  Spain.  To  what  extent  such  interposition  may  be  carried 
on  the  same  principle  is  a  question  to  which  all  independent  powers 
whose  Governments  differ  from  theirs  are  interested,  even  those  most 
remote,  and  surely  none  more  so  than  the  United  States.  Our  policy 
in  regard  to  Europe,  which  was  adopted  at  an  early  stage  of  the  wars 
which  have  so  long  agitated  that  quarter  of  the  globe,  nevertheless  re- 
mains the  same,  which  is  not  to  interfere  in  the  internal  concerns  of  any 
of  its  powers ;  to  consider  the  Government  de  facto  as  the  legitimate 
Government  for  us  ;  to  cultivate  friendly  relations  with  it,  and  to  i)re- 
serve  those  relations  by  a  frank,  firm,  and  manly  policy';  meeting,  in  all 
instances,  the  just  claims  of  every  power,  submitting  to  injuries  from 
none.  But  in  regard  to  these  continents,  circumstances  are  eminently 
and  conspicuously  different.  It  is  impossible  that  the  allied  powers 
should  extend  their  political  system  to  any  portion  of  either  continent 
without  endangering  our  peace  and  happiness ;  nor  can  any  one  believe 
that  our  southern  brethren,  if  left  to  themselves,  would  adopt  it  of  their 
own  accord.    It  is  equally  impossible,  therefore,  that  we  should  behold 

such  interposition,  in  any  form,  with  indifference.    If  we  look  to  the 
comparative  strength  and  resources  of  Spain  and  those  new  Govern- 

xnents,  and  their  distance  from  each  other,  it  must  be  obvious  that  she 
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can  never  sabdae  them.  It  is  still  the  true  policy  of  the  United  States 
to  leave  the  parties  to  themselves,  in  the  hope  that  other  powers  will 
pursue  the  same  course." 

"  I  did  not  leave  Mr.  de  Chateaubriand  (French  minister  for  foreign  af- 
fairs) without  adverting  to  the  affairs  of  Spain.  That  our  sympathies 
,  were  entirely  on  her  side,  and  that  we  considered  the  war  made  on  her 
by  France  unjust,  I  did  not  pretend  to  conceal ;  but  I  added  that  the 
United  States  would  undoubtedly  preserve  their  neutrality,  provided  it 
was  respected,  and  avoid  every  interference  with  the  politics  of  Europe. 
•  •  •  But  I  had  reason  to  believe  that,  on  the  other  hand,  they  would 
sot  suffer  others  to  interfere  against  the  emancipation  of  America." 

Mr.  Gkllatin,  mlDister  to  France,  to  Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  June  24, 1823; 
2  GaUatin'a  Writings,  271. 

^^  At  the  office  Baron  Tuyl  came.  I  told  him  specially  that  we  should 
content  the  right  of  Eussia  to  any  territorial  establishment  on  this  con- 
tinent, and  that  we  should  assume  distinctly  the  principle  that  the 
American  continents  are  no  longer  subjects  for  any  new  colonial  estab- 
lishments." 

Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams's  Memoirs,  July  17,  1823;  6  J.  Q.  Adams's  Memoirs,  163. 
As  to  Mr.  Adams's  part  in  formulating  the  ^^  Monroe  doctrine,"  see  82  N.  Am.  fiey., 
494;  Tucker's  Monroe  Doot.,  12-14,  21,  40,  lU. 

<' January  6.  In  a  dispatch  to  the  Secretary  of  State  of  this  date,  I 
mention  Mr.  Canning's  desire  that  the  negotiation  at  St.  Petersburg,  on 
the  Russian  ukase  of  September,  1821,  respecting  the  Northwest  coast, 
to  which  the  United  States  and  England  had  equally  objected,  should 
proceed  separately,  and  not  conjointly,  by  the  three  nations,  as  pro- 
posed by  the  CTnited  States,  and  my  acquiescence  in  thi.s  course.  It  be- 
ing a  departure  from  the  course  my  Government  had  contemplated,  I 
give  the  following  reasons  for  it : 

"  1.  That  whatever  force  of  argument  I  might  be  able  to  give  to  the 
principle  of  non-colonization  as  laid  down  in  the  President's  message, 
which  had  arrived  in  England  since  my  instructions  for  the  negotiation, 
my  opinion  was  that  it  would  still  remain  a  subject  of  contest  between 
the  United  States  and  England;  and  that  as,  by  all  I  could  learn  since 
the  message  arrived,  Kussia  also  dissented  from  the  principle,  a  nego- 
tiation at  St.  Petersburg  relative  to  the  Northwest  coast,  to  which  the 
three  nations  were  parties,  might  place  Eussia  on  the  side  of  England 
and  against  the  United  States,  this,  I  thought,  had  better  be  avoided. 

'*2.  That  a  preliminary  and  detached  discussion  of  so  great  a  princi- 
ple, against  which  England  protested  in  Jimhw,  brought  on  by  me  when 
her  foreign  secretary  w^as  content  to  waive  the  discussion  at  present 
and  preferred  doing  so,  might  have  an  unpropitious  influence  on  other 
part8  of  the  negotiation  of  more  immediate  and  practical  interest. 

«^3.  That  by  abstaining  from  discussing  it  at  present  nothing  was 
given  up.  The  principle,  as  promulgated  in  the  President's  message, 
would  remain  undiminished  as  notice  to  other  nations  and  a  guide  to 
me  in  the  general  negotiation  with  England  when  that  came  on." 

Bnshy^Residence  at  the  Court  of  Loudon  ;  as  quoted  in  80  N.  Am.  Be  v.  (April, 

1856),  508. 

"This  message  of  President  Monroe  reached  England  while  the  corre- 
spondence between  Mr.  Canning  and  the  Prince  Polignac  was  in  prog« 
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1688 ;  and  it  was  received  not  only  with  satisfaction  but  with  enthusi- 
asm. Mr.  Brougham  said:  ^The  question  with  regard  to  South  America 
is  now,  I  believe,  disposed  of,  or  nearly  so;  for  an  event  has  recently  hap- 
pened than  which  none  has  ever  dispersed  greater  joy,  exultation,  and 
gratitude  over  all  the  free  men  of  Europe }  that  event,  which  is  decisive 
on  the  subject,  is  the  language  held  with  respect  to  Spanish  America 
in  the  message  of  the  President  of  the  United  States.'  Sir  James  Mack- 
intosh said :  '  This  coincidence  of  the  two  great  English  commonwealths 
(for  so  I  delight  to  call  them ;  and  I  heartily  pray  that  they  may  be 
forever  united  in  the  cause  of  justice  aud  liberty)  cannot  be  contem- 
plated without  the  utmost  pleasure  by  every  enlightened  citizen  of  the 
earth.'  This  attitude  of  the  American  Government  gave  a  decisive  sap- 
port  to  that  of  Great  Britain,  and  effectually  put  an  end  to  the  designs 
of  the  absolutist  powers  of  the  continent  to  interfere  with  the  aftairs  of 
Spanish  America.  Those  dynasties  had  no  disposition  to  hazard  a  war 
with  such  a  power,  moral  and  material,  us  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States  would  have  presented,  when  united,  in  the  defense  of  independ- 
ent constitutional  governments. 

^^  It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  declarations  known  as  the  Mon- 
roe doctrine  have  never  received  the  sanction  of  an  act  or  resolution  of 
Congress,  nor  have  they  any  of  that  authority  which  European  Gov- 
ernments attach  to  a  royal  ordinance.  They  are,  in  fact,  only  the  dec- 
larations of  an  existing  Administration  of  what  its  own  policy  would  be, 
and  what  it  thinks  should  ever  be  the  policy  of  the  country,  on  a  sub- 
ject of  paramount  and  permanent  interest.  Thus,  at  the  same  session 
in  which  the  message  was  delivered,  Mr.  Clay  introduced  the  following 
resolution :  ^That  the  people  of  these  States  would  not  see,  without  seri- 
ous inquietude,  any  forcible  interposition  by  the  allied  powers  of  Europe, 
in  behalf  of  Spain,  to  reduce  to  their  former  subjection  those  parts  of 
the  continent  of  America  which  have  proclaimed  and  established  for 
themselves,  respectively,  independent  governments,  and  which  have 
been  solemnly  recognized  by  the  United  States.'  But  this  resolution 
was  never  brought  up  for  action  or  discussion.  It  is  seen,  also,  by  the 
debates  on  the  Panama  mission  and  the  Yucatan  intervention,  that 
Congress  has  never  been  willing  to  commit  the  nation  to  any  compact 
or  pledge  on  this  subject,  or  to  any  specific  declaration  of  purpose  or 
methods,  beyond  the  general  language  of  the  message. 

"  In  the  debates  on  the  Clayton-Bulwer  treaty,  in  1855-'56,  above  re- 
ferred to,  all  the  speakers  seemed  to  agree  to  this  position  of  the  sub- 
ject. Mr.  Clayton  said :  *  In  reference  to  this  particular  territory,  I 
would  not  hesitate  at  all,  as  one  Senator,  to  assert  the  Monroe  doctrine 
and  maintain  it  b^^  my  vote;  but  I  do  not  expect  to, be  sustained  in  such 
a  vote  by  both  branches  of  Congress.  Whenever  the  attempt  has  been 
made  to  assert  the  Monroe  doctrine  in  either  branch  of  Congress,  it  has 
failed.  The  present  Democratic  party  came  into  power,  after  the  debate 
on  the  Panama  mission,  on  the  utter  abnegation  of  the  whole  doctrine, 
and  stood  upon  Washington's  doctrine  of  non-intervention.  You  can- 
not prevail  on  a  majority,  and  I  will  venture  to  say  that  you  cannot 
prevail  on  one-third  of  either  house  of  Congress  to  sustain  it.'  Mr.  Cass 
said :  *  Whenever  the  Monroe  doctrine  has  been  urged,  either  one  or  the 
other  house  of  Congress,  or  both  houses,  did  not  stand  up  to  it.'  Mr. 
Seward  said:  'It  is  true  that  each  house  of  Congress  has  declined  to 
assert  it ;  but  the  honorable  Senators  must  do  each  house  the  justice  to 
acknowledge  that  the  reason  why  they  did  decline  to  assert  the  doc- 
trine was,  that  it  was  proposed,  as  many  members  thought,  aa  an  ab- 
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straction,  unnecessary,  not  called  for  at  the  time.'  Mr.  Mason  spoke  of 
it  as  having  ^  never  been  sanctioned  or  recognized  by  any  constitutional 
authority.'  Mr.  Cass  afterwards,  in  a  very  elaborate  speech  (of  January 
2Sy  1856),  gave  his  views  of  the  history  and  character  of  the  doctrine. 
He  placed  it  upon  very  high  ground,  as  a  declaration  not  only  against 
European  intervention  or  luture  colonization,  but  against  the  acquisi- 
tion of  domiuion  on  the  continent  by  European  powers,  by  whatever 
mode  or  however  derived ;  and  seemed  to  consider  it  as  a  pledge  to 
resist  such  a  result  by  force,  if  necessary,  in  any  part  of  the  continent. 
He  says :  *  We  ought  years  ago,  by  Congressional  interposition,  to  have 
made  this  system  of  policy  an  American  system,  by  a  solemn  declara- 
tion ;  and  if  we  had  done  so,  we  should  have  spared  ourselves  much 
trouble  and  no  little  mortification.'  Beferring  to  Mr.  Polk's  message, 
in  1845,  he  said  there  was  then  an  opportunity  for  Congress  to  adopt  the 
doctrine,  not  as  an  abstraction,  but  on  a  practical  point.  ^  We  refused 
to  say  a  word ;  and,  I  repeat,  we  refused  then  even  to  take  the  subject 
into  consideration.'  He  denied  the  correctness  of  Mr.  Calhoun's  expla- 
nation {vide  supra)^  and  contended  that  the  non-colonization  clause  was 
intended  to  be,  and  understood  by  England  to  be,  a  foreclosure  of  the 
whole  continent  against  all  future  European  dominion,  however  derived. 
It  may  well  be  said,  however,  and  such  seems  now  to  be  the  prevalent 
opinion,  that  the  complaints  of  Mr.  Cass  and  others  of  his  school,  of  the 
neglect  and  abandonment  of  the  Monroe  doctrine,  apply  rather  to  their 
construction  of  the  doctrine  than  to  the  doctrine  itself.    •    •    • 

^^  It  has  sometimes  been  assumed  that  the  Monroe  doctrine  contained 
some  declaration  against  any  other  than  democratic-republican  institu- 
tions on  this  continent,  however  arising  or  introduced.  The  message 
will  be  searched  in  vain  for  anything  of  the  kind.  We  were  the  first 
to  recognize  the  imperial  authority  of  Dom  Pedro,  in  Brazil,  and  of 
Iturbide  in  Mexico ;  and  more  than  half  the  northern  continent  was 
under  the  scepters  of  Great  Britain  and  Bussia ;  and  these  dependencies 
would  certainly  be  free  to  adopt  what  institutions  they  pleased,  in  case 
of  successful  rebellion,  or  of  peaceful  separation  from  their  parent 
states.  (See  Mr.  Seward's  correspondence  respecting  Mexico,  from 
1862  to  1806,  as  illustrative  of  the  position  of  the  United  States  at  the 
present  time  on  this  subject,  given  at  length  in  note  41  to  §76,  infra.) 

*^  As  a  summary  of  this  subject,  it  would  seem  that  the  following 
positions  may  be  safely  taken : 

*^I.  The  declarations  upon  which  Mr.  Monroe  consulted  Mr.  Jefferson 
and  his  Cabinet'related  to  the  interposition  of  European  powers  in  the 
afCairs  of  American  States. 

*'  II.  The  kind  of  interposition  declared  against  was  that  which  may 
be  made  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  their  political  affairs,  or  of  ex- 
tending to  this  hemisphere  the  system  in  operation  upon  the  continent 
of  Europe,  by  which  the  great  powers  exercise  a  control  over  the  affairs 
of  other  European  states. 

^^IIl.  The  declarations  do  not  intimate  any  course  of  conduct  to  be 
pursued  in  case  of  such  interpositions,  but  merely  say  that  they  would 
be  *  considered  as  dangerous  to  our  peace  and  safety,'  and  as  <the  man- 
ifestation of  an  unfriendly  disposition  towards  the  United  States,' 
which  it  would  be  impossible  for  us  to  ^behold  with  indifference;'  thus 
leaving  the  nation  to  act  at  all  times  as  its  opinion  of  its  policy  or  duty 
might  require. 

*^  lY.  The  declarations  are  only  the  opinion  of  the  administration  of 
1823;  and  have  acquired  no  legal  force  or  sanction. 
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"  V.  The  United  States  has  never  made  any  alliance  with,  or  pledge  to, 
any  other  American  state  on  the  subject  covered  by  the  declarations. 

"  VL  The  declaration  respecting  non -colonization  was  on  a  subject  dis- 
tinct from  European  intervention  with  American  states,  and  related  to 
the  acquisition  of  sovereign  title  by  any  European  power,  by  new  and 
original  occupation  or  colonization  thereafter.  Whatever  were  the  po- 
litical motives  for  resisting  such  colonization,  the  principle  of  public 
law  upon  which  it  was  placed  was,  that  the  continent  must  be  consid- 
ered as  already  within  the  occupation  and  jurisdiction  .of  independent 
civilized  nations." 

Dana's  Wheaton ;  $  67,  note  36. 

The  position  that  Mr.  Monroe's  declaration  ''was  intended  as  a  caveat  to  the  de- 
signs of  the  allies,  and  as  an  earnest  protest  against  the  extension  to  this 
continent  of  *  the  political  system '  on  which  they  were  based"  is  supported 
at  length  in  82  N.  Am.  Rev.,  48S  (April,  1856).    See  103  id.,  471,  (Oct.,  1866). 

The  failure  to  obtain  Congressional  approval  for  Mr.  Clay's  resolution  "that  the 
people  of  these  States  would  not  see,  without  serious  inquietude,  forcible 
interposition  by  the  allied  powers  of  Europe,  on  behalf  of  Spain,"  in  South 
America,  is  noticed  and  explained  in  82  N.  Am.  Rev.,  488  (April,  1856). 

^<  The  other  principle  asserted  in  the  message  is  that  whilst  we  do  not 
desire  to  interfere  in  Europe  with  the  i>olitical  system  of  the  allied 
powers  we  should  regard  as  dangerous  to  our  peace  and  safety  any  at- 
tempt on  their  part  to  extend  their  system  to  any  portion  of  this  hem- 
isphere. The  political  systems  of  the  two  continents  are  essentially 
different.  Each  has  an  exclusive  right  to  judge  for  itself  what  is  best 
suited  to  its  own  condition,  and  most  likely  to  promote  its  happiness, 
but  neither  has  a  right  to  enforce  upon  the  other  the  establishment  of 
its  peculiar  system.  This  principle  was  declared  in  the  face  of  the 
world,  at  a  moment  when  there  was  reason  to  apprehend  that  the  allied 
powers  were  entertaining  designs  inimical  to  the  freedom,  if  not  the  inde- 
pendence, of  the  new  governments.  There  is  a  ground  for  believing 
that  the  declaration  of  it  had  considerable  effect  in  preventing  the  ma- 
turity, if  not  in  producing  the  abandonment  of  all  such  designs.  Both 
principles  were  laid  down  after  much  and  anxious  deliberation  on  the 
part  of  the  late  administration.  The  President,  who  then  formed  a 
part  of  it,  continues  entirely  to  coincide  in  both.  And  you  will  urge 
upon  the  Government  of  Mexico  the  utility  and  expediency  of  asserting 
the  same  principles  on  all  proper  occasions.'' 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Poinsett,  Mar.  26,  la^;  MSS.  Inst.  Ministers. 
The  same  position  was  taken  by  Mr.  Clay  in  letters  to  the  Ministers  to  other 
South  American  states. 

"  The  late  President  of  the  United  States,  in  his  message  to  Congress 
of  the  2d  of  December,  1823,  while  announcing  the  negotiation  then 
pending  with  Eussia,  relating  to  the  northwest  coast  of  this  continent, 
observes  that  the  occasion  of  the  discussions  to  which  that  incident  had 
given  rise,  had  been  taken  for  asserting,  as  a  principle  in  which  the 
rights  and  interests  of  the  United  States  were  involved,  that  the  Amer- 
ican continents,  by  the  free  and  independent  condition  which  they  had 
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assumed  and  maintained,  were  thenceforward  not  to  be  considered 
subjects  for  colonization  by  any  European  power.  The  principle  had 
first  been  assumed  in  that  negotiation  with  Eussia.  It  rested  upon  a 
course  of  reasoning,  equally  simple  and  conclusive.  •  With  the  exception 
of  the  existing  European  colonies,  which  it  was  in  nowise  intended  to 
disturb,  the  two  continents  consisted  of  several  sovereign  and  inde- 
pendent nations,  whose  territories  covered  their  whole  surface.  By 
this,  their  independent  condition,  the  United  States  enjoyed  the  right 
of  commercial  intercourse  with  every  part  of  their  possessions.  To  at- 
tempt the  establishment  of  a  colony  in  those  possessions,  would  be  to 
usurp,  to  the  exclusion  of  others,  a  commercial  intercourse  which  was 
the  common  possession  of  all.  It  could  not  be  done  without  encroach- 
ing upon  existing  rights  of  the  United  States.  The  Government  of 
Bussia  has  never  disputed  these  positions,  nor  manifested  the  slightest 
dissatisfaction  at  their  having  been  taken.  Most  of  the  new  American 
republics  have  declared  their  entire  assent  to  them ;  and  they  now  pro- 
pose, among  the  subjects  of  consultation  at  Panama,  to  take  into  con- 
sideration the  means  of  making  effectual  the  assertion  of  that  principle, 
as  well  as  the  means  of  resisting  interference  from  abroad  with  the 
domestic  concerns  of  the  American  governments." 

President  John  Q.  Adams's  Special  Message,  March  15, 1826. 

As  to  Congress  of  Panama,  see  House  Doc.  No.  443,  IDth  Cong.,  2d  sess. ;  6  Am. 

State  Papers  (For.  Rel.),  356/. 
President  J.  Q.  Adams's  Message  of  Dec.  26, 1825,  giving  the  proceedings  of  the 

Executive  as  to  the  Panama  mission,  and  the  reasons  therefor,  together 

with  the  action  of  the  Senate  thereon,  is  contained  in  Sen.  Ex.  Doc.  No. 

403,  19th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  ;  5  Am.  State  Papers  (For.  Rel.),  634. 
The  commissions  of  Messrs.  Anderson  and  Sergeant,  March  14,  1826,  ministers 

to  Panama,  are  given  in  Senate  Doc.  No.  450, 19th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
The  report  of  Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  State,  of  Jan.  31,  1827,  as  to  the  salaries  and 

duties  of  the  ministers  to  Panama  in  1826,  is  contained  in  House  Doc.  No. 

452,  19  Cong.,  2d  sess. }  6  Am.  State  Papers  (For.  Rel.),  554. 

*<  <  The  congress  of  Panama,  in  1826,  was  planned  by  Bolivar  to  se- 
cnre  the  union  of  Spanish  America  against  Spain.  It  had  originally 
military  as  well  as  political  purposes.  In  the  military  objects  the  United 
States  conld  take  no  part ;  and  indeed  the  necessity  for  snch  objects 
ceased  when  the  full  effects  of  Mr.  Monroe's  declarations  were  felt.  Bnt 
the  specific  objects  of  the  Congress,  the  establishment  of  close  and  cor- 
dial relations  of  amity,  the  creation  of  commercial  intercourse,  of  inter- 
change of  political  thought,  and  of  habits  of  good  understandiug  between 
the  new  Bepublics  and  the  United  States  and  their  respective  citizens, 
might  perhaps  have  been  attained  had  the  Administration  of  that  day 
received  the  united  support  of  the  country.  Unhappily  they  were  lost; 
the  new  States  were  removed  from  the  sympathetic  anil  protecting  in- 
fluence of  our  example,  and  their  commerce,  which  we  might  then  have 
secured,  passed  into  other  hands  unfriendly  to  the  United  States. 

'<' In  looking  back  upon  the  Panama  Congress  from  this  length  of 
time  it  is  easy  to  understand  why  the  earnest  and  patriotic  men  who 
endeavored  to  crystallize  an  American  system  for  this  continent  failed. 
•    •    •    One  of  the  questions  proposed  for  discussion  in  the  conference 
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wa«  ^^  The  consideration  of  the  means  to  be  adopted  for  the  entire  abo- 
lition of  the  African  slave  trade,"  to  which  proposition  the  committee  of 
the  United  States  Senate  of  that  day  replied :  "  The  United  States  have 
not  certainly  the  right,  and  onght  never  to  feel  the  inclination,  to  dic- 
tate to  others  who  may  differ  with  them  npon  this  subject ;  nor  do  the 
committee  see  the  expediency  of  insulting  other  states  with  whom  we 
are  maintaining  relations  of  perfect  amity,  by  ascending  the  moral 
chair,  and  proclaiming  from  thence  mere  abstract  i>riuciples,  of  the  rec- 
titude of  which  each  nation  enjoys  the  perfect  right  of  deciding  for 
itself."  The  same  committee  also  alluded  to  the  possibility  that  the  con- 
dition of  the  islands  of  Cuba  and  Porto  Kico,  still  the  possessions  of 
Spain,  and  still  slaveholding,  might  be  made  the  subject  of  discussion 
and  of  contemplated  action  by  the  Panama  congress.  "  If  ever  the 
United  States  (they  said)  permit  themselves  to  be  associated  with  these 
nations  in  any  general  Congress  assembled  for  the  discussion  of  com- 
mon plans  in  any  way  afTecting  European  interests,  they  will,  by  such 
act,  not  only  deprive  themselves  of  the  ability  they  now  possess  of  ren- 
dering useful  assistance  to  the  other  American  states,  but  also  pro- 
duce other  effects  prejudicial  to  their  interests." ' 

"  The  printed  correspondence  respecting  this  mission  will  be  found  in 
the  fifth  volume  of  the  Foreign  Relations,  folio  edition,  pages  834-905. 
It  was  the  subject  of  animated  discussion  in  Congress,  which  will  be 
ibnnd  in  the  second  part  of  the  second  volume  of  the  Begister  of  Con- 
gressional Debates  for  the  year  1826." 

Mr.  J.  C.  B.  Davis,  Notes,  &c. 

"  The  amount  of  it  [Mr.  Monroe's  declaration]  was  that  this  Grovern- 
ment  could  not  look  with  indifference  on  any  comDination  to  assist  Spain 
in  her  war  against  the  South  American  states  ;  that  we  could  not  but 
consider  any  such  combination  as  dangerous  or  unfriendly  to  us  ;  and 
that  if  it  should  be  formed  it  would  be  for  the  competent  authorities 
of  this  Government  to  decide,  when  the  case  arose,  what  course  our 
duty  and  our  interest  should  require  us  to  pursue." 

Mr.  Webster,  Mar.  27,  1826,  in  House  of  Kep. ;  2  Deb.  of  1*^26,  1807. 

"  In  December,  1823,  the  then  President  of  the  United  States,  in  his 
annual  message  upon  the  opening  of  Congress,  announced  as  a  princi- 
ple applicable  to  this  continent,  which  ought  heieafter  to  be  insisted  on, 
that  no  European  nation  ought  to  be  allowed  to  plant  upon  it  new  col- 
onies. It  was  not  proposed  by  that  principle  to  disturb  pre-existing 
European  colonies  already  established  in  America  ]  the  principle  looked 
forward,  not  backward." 

Mr.  Clay,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Messrs.  Anderson  and  Sergeant,  May  8,  1826;  MSS. 
Inst.  Ministers. 

*'  It  [the  Monroe  doctrine]  has  been  said,  in  the  course  of  this  debate, 
to  have  been  a  loose  and  vague  declaration.  It  was,  I  believe,  suffi- 
ciently studied.  I  have  understood,  from  good  authority,  that  it  was 
considered,  weighed,  and  distinctly  and  decidedly  appwved  by  every 
one  of  the  President's  advisers  at  that  time.  Our  Government  could 
not  adopt  on  that  occasion  precisely  the  course  which  England  had 
taken.  England  threatened  the  immediate  recognition  of  the  provinces 
if  the  allies  should  take  part  with  Spain  against  them.  We  had  already 
recognized  them.    It  remained,  therefore,  only  for  our  Government  to 
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say  how  we  should  consider  a  combinatioi)  of  the  allied  powers  to  eflfect 
objects  in  America  as  affecting  ourselves ;  and  the  message  was  in- 
tended to  say  what  it  does  say,  that  we  should  regard  such  combination 
as  dangerous  to  us.  Sir,  I  agree  with  those  who  maintain  the  proposi- 
tion, and  I  contend  against  those  who  deny  it,  that  the  message  did 
mean  something ;  that  it  meant  much ;  and  I  maintain  against  both, 
that  the  declaration  effected  much  good,  answered  the  end  designed 
by  it,  did  great  honor  to  the  foresight  and  the  spirit  of  the  Government, 
and  that  it  cannot  now  be  taken  back,  retracted,  or  annulled  without 
disgrace.  It  met,  sir,  with  the  entire  concurrence  and  the  hearty  ap- 
probation of  the  country.  The  tone  which  it  uttered  found  a  corre- 
sponding resx)onse  in  the  breasts  of  the  free  people  of  the  United  States. 
That  people  saw,  and  they  rejoiced  to  see,  that,  on  a  fit  occasion,  our 
weight  had  been  thrown  into  the  right  scale,  ana  that,  without  depurt- 
ing  from  our  dnty,  we  had  done  something  useful,  and  something  effect- 
ual, for  the  cause  of  civil  liberty.  One  general  glow  of  exultation,  one 
universal  feeling  of  the  gratified  love  of  liberty,  one  conscious  and 
proud  perception  of  the  consideration  which  the  country  possessed,  and 
of  the  respect  and  honor  which  belonged  to  it,  pervaded  all  bosoms. 
Possibly  the  public  enthusiasm  went  too  far ;  it  certainly  did  go  far ; 
but,  sir,  the  sentiment  which  this  declarafion  inspired  was  not  confined 
to  Ourselves.  Its  force  was  felt  everywhere  by  all  those  who  could  un- 
derstand its  object  and  foresee  its  effect.  In  that  very  House  of  Com- 
mons of  which  the  gentleman  from  South  Carolina  has  spoken  with 
such  commendation,  how  was  it  received  f  Not  only,  sir,  with  appro- 
bation, but,  I  may  say,  with  no  little  enthusiasm.  While  the  leading 
minister  [Mr.  CanningJ  expressed  his  entire  concurrence  in  the  senti- 
ments and  opinionsof  the  American  President,  his  distinguished  competi- 
tor [Mr.  Brougham]  in  that  popular  body,  less  restrained  by  oflBcial  deco- 
rum, and  more  at  liberty  to  give  utterance  to  all  the  feeling  of  the  occa- 
sion declared  that  no  event  had  ever  created  greater  joy,  exultation,  and 
gratitude  amongall  the  free  men  in  Europe;  that  he  felt  pride  in  being 
connected  by  blood  and  language  with  the  people  of  the  United  States ; 
that  the  policy  disclosed  by  the  message  became  a  great,  a  free,  and  an 
independent  nation ;  and  that  he  hoped  his  own  country  would  be  pre- 
vented by  no  mean  pride  or  paltry  jealousy  from  following  so  noble  and 
glorious  an  example. 

"  It  is  doubtless  true,  as  I  took  occasion  to  observe  the  other  day, 
that  this  declaration  must  be  considered  as  founded  on  our  rights,  and 
to  spring  mainly  from  a  regard  to  their  preservation.  It  did  not  com- 
mit us,  at  all  events,  to  take  up  arms  on  any  indicMion  of  hostile  feel- 
ing by  the  powers  of  Europe  towards  South  America.  If,  for  example, 
all  the  states  of  Europe  had  refused  to  trade  with  South  America  until 
her  states  should  return  to  their  former  allegiance,  that  would  have 
furnished  no  cause  of  interference  to  us.  Or  if  an  armament  had  been 
furnished  by  the  allies  to  act  against  provinces  the  most  remote  from 
us,  as  Chili  or  Buenos  Ayres,  the  distance  of  the  scene  of  action  dimin- 
ishing our  apprehension  of  danger,  and  diminishing  also  our  means  of 
effectual  interposition,  might  stifl  have  left  us  to  content  ourselves  with 
remonstrance.  But  a  very  dift'erent  case  would  have  arisen,  if  an  army, 
equipped  and  maintained  by  these  powers,  had  been  landed  on  the 
shores  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  commenced  the  war  in  our  immediate 
neighborhood.  Such  an  event  might  justly  be  regarded  as  dangerous 
to  ourselves,  and,  on  that  ground,  call  for  decided  and  immediate  inter- 
ference by  us.   The  sentiments  and  the  policy  announced  by  the  declara 
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tion,  thus  understood,  were,  therefore,  in  strict  conformity  to  our  daties 
and  our  interest.'' 

Mr.  Webster's  speech  on  the  Panaira  mission,  April  14, 1826. ;  3  Webster's  Works, 
203. 

When  the  question  of  the  Panama  Congress  was  before  Congress, 
the  following  resolution,  on  motion  of. Mr.  Buchanan,  passed  the  House 
of  Kepresentatives  by  a  vote  of  99  to  95 : 

"  It  is,  therefore,  the  opinion  of  this  House  that  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  ought  not  to  be  represented  at  the  Congress  of  Pan- 
ama, except  in  a  diplomatic  character ;  nor  ought  they  to  form  any  al- 
liance, offensive  or  defensive,  or  negotiate  respecting  such  alliance, 
with  all  or  any  of  the  South  American  Republics ;  nor  ought  they  to 
become  parties  with  them,  oreither  of  them,  to  any  joint  declaration  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  the  interference  of  any  of  the  European  pow- 
ers with  their  independence  or  form  of  government,  or  to  any  com- 
pact for  the  purpose  of  preventing  colonization  upon  the  continents  of 
America;  but  that  the  people  of  the  United  States  should  be  left  free 
to  act,  in  any  crisis,  in  such  manner  as  their  feelings  of  friendship  to- 
wards these  Eepublics,  and  as  their  own  honor  and  policy,  may  at  the 
time  dictate." 

See  82  North  Am.  Rev.  (Apr.,  1856),  507. 

As  to  subsequent  failures  to  obtain  Congressional  recognition  of  the  *'  Monroe 

doctrine,"  see  Tucker's  Monr.  Doct.,  56. 
The  Panacea  Congress  is  discussed  in  1  Calvo.,  Droit  Int.,  2d  ed.,  t55. 

"  It  is  well  known  to  the  American  people  and  to  all  nations  that 
this  Government  has  never  interfered  with  the  relations  subsisting  be- 
tween other  Governments.  We  have  never  made  ourselves  parties  to 
their  wars  or  their  alliances ;  we  have  not  sought  their  territories  by 
conquest;  we  have  not  mingled  with  parties  in  their  domestic  struggles; 
and  believing  their  own  form  of  government  to  be  the  best,  w/e  have 
never  attempted  to  propagate  it  by  intrigues,  by  diplomacy,  or  by  force. 
We  may  claim  on  this  continent  a  like  exemption  from  European  inter- 
ference. The  nations  of  America  are  equally  sovereign  and  independ- 
ent with  those  of  Europe.  They  possess  the  same  rights,  independent 
of  all  foreign  interposition,  to  make  war,  to  conclude  peace,  and  to  regu- 
late their  internal  affairs.  The  people  of  the  United  States  cannot, 
therefore,  view  with"  indifference  attempts  of  European  powers  to  inter- 
fere with  the  independent  action  of  the  nations  on  this  continent.  The 
American  system  of  government  is  entirely  different  from  that  of  Eu- 
rope. Jealousy  among  the  different  sovereigns  of  Europe,  lest  anyone 
of  them  might  become  too  powerful  for  the  rest,  has  caused  them  anx- 
iously to  desire  the  establishment  of  what  they  term  the  *  balance  of 
power.'  It  cannot  be  permitted  to  have  any  application  on  the  North 
American  continent,  and  especially  to  the  United  States.  We  must 
ever  maintain  the  principle  that  the  people  of  this  continent  aJone  have 
the  right  to  decide  their  own  destiny.  Should  any  portion  of  them,  con- 
stituting an  independent  state,  propose  to  unite  themselves  with  our 
confederacy,  this  will  be  a  question  for  them  and  us  to  determine,  with- 
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out  any  foreign  interposition.  We  can  never  consent  that  European 
powers  shall  interfere  to  prevent  such  a  union,  because  it  might  disturb 
the  *  balance  of  power'  which  they  may  desire  to  maintain  upon  this 
continent.  Near  a  quarter  of  a  century  ago  the  principle  was  distinctly 
announced  to  the  world,  in  the  annual  message  of  one  of  my  predeces- 
sors, that '  the  American  continents,  by  the  free  and  independent  con- 
dition which  they  have  assumed  and  maintain,  are  henceforth  not  to  be 
considered  as  subjects  for  future  colonization  by  any  European  power.' 
This  principle  will  apply  with  greatly  increased  force,  should  any  Euro- 
pean power  attempt  to  establish  any  new  colony  in  North  America.  In 
the  existing  circumstances  of  the  world,  the  present  is  deemed  a  proper 
occasion  to  reiterate  and  reaflSrm  the  princix>le  avowed  by  Mr.  Monroe, 
and  to  state  my  cordial  concurrence  in  its  wisdom  and  sound  policy. 
The  reassertion  of  this  principle,  especially  in  reference  to  North  Amer- 
ica, is,  at  this  day,  but  the  promulgation  of  a  policy  which  no  European 
pow«r  should  cherish  the  disposition  to  resist.  •  Existing  rights  of  every 
European  nation  should  be  respected;  but  it  is  due  alike  to  our  safety 
and  our  interests  that  the  efficient  protection  of  our  law^s  should  be  ex- 
tended over  our  whole  territorial  limits,  and  that  it  should  be  distinctly 
announced  to  the  world  as  our  settled  policy  that  no  future  European 
colony  or  dominion  shall,  with  our  consent,  be  planted  or  established  on 
any  part  of  the  North  American  continent." 

President  Polk's  First  Annnal  Message,  1845. 

Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  narrating,  in  his  journal  of  December  6, 1845  (12  J. 
Q.  Adams's  Mem.,  218),  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Bancroft,  then  in  Mr. 
Polk's  Cabinet,  thus  speaks :  "  I  said  I  approved  entirely  of  Mr.  Polk's 
repeated  assertion  of  the  principle  first  announced  by  President  James 
Monroe,  in  a  message  to  Congress,  that  the  continents  of  North  and 
South  America  were  no  longer  to  be  considered  as  scenes  for  future 
European  colonization.  He  said  he  had  heard  that  this  part  of  the 
message  of  Mr.  Monroe  had  been  inserted  by  him  at  my  suggestion.  I 
told  him  that  was  true;  that  I  had  been  authorized  by  him  to  assert  the 
principle  in  a  letter  of  instruction  to  Mr.  Kush,  then  minister  in  pjng- 
land,  and  had  written  the  paragraph  in  the  very  words  inserted  b}"  Mr. 
Monroe  in  his  message." 

Mr.  Calhoun's  exposition  of  the  "Monroe  doctrine,"  as  contained 
in  the  annual  message  of  President  Monroe  in  1823,  when  Mr.  Cal- 
houn was  Secretary  of  War,  is  given  in  a  speech  delivered  by  him 
in  the  Senate  on  May  15, 1848,  on  a  bill  to  enable  the  President  to  take 
temporary  military  occupation  of  Yucatan.  Mr.  Calhoun,  speaking  of 
the  position  taken  by  Mr.  Monroe  '^  that  the  United  States  would  regard 
any  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  allied  powers  to  extend  their  system  to 
this  country  as  dangerous  to  our  peace  and  safety,"  thus  states  the 
circumstances  under  which  Mr.  Monroe  made  this  declaration:  "The 
allied  powers  were  the  four  great  continental  monarchies — Kussia,  Prus- 
sia, Austria,  and  France.  Shortly  after  the  overthrow  of  Bonaparte 
these  powers  entered  into  an  alliance  called  the  '  Holy  Alliance,' the 
object  of  which  was  to  sustain  and  extend  monarchical  principles  as  far 
as  possible,  and  to  oppress  and  put  down  popular  institutions.    Eng- 
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land,  in  the  early  stages  of  the  alliance,  favored  it.  The  members  of 
the  alliance  held  several  congresses,  attended  either  by  themselves  or 
their  ambassadors,  and  undertook  to  regalate  the  affairs  of  all  Enrope, 
and  actually  interfered  in  the  affairs  of  Spain  for  the  purpose  of  putting 
down  popular  doctrines.  In  its  progress,  the  alliance  turned  its  eyes 
to  this  continent  in  order  to  aid  Spain  in  regaining  her  sovereignty  over 
her  revolted  provinces.  At  this  stage  England  became  alarmed.  Mr. 
Canning  was  then  prime  minister.  He  informed  Mr.  Eush  of  the  project, 
and  gave  him,  at  the  same  time,  the  assurance  that,  if  sustained  by  the 
United  States,  Great  Britain  would  resist.  Mr.  Eush  immediately  com- 
municated this  to  our  Government.  It  was  received  here  with  joy;  for 
so  great  was  the  power  of  the  alliance  that  even  w^  did  not  feel  our- 
selves safe  from  its  interpositions.  •  ♦  *  I  remember  the  reception  of 
the  dispatch  from  Mr.  Eush  as  distinctly  as  if  all  the  circumstances  had 
occurred  yesterday.  I  well  recollect  the  satisfaction  with  which  it  was 
received  by  the  Cabinet.  It  came  late  in  the  year,  not  long  before  the 
meeting  of  Congress.  As  was  usual  with  Mr.  Monroe  upon  great  occa- 
sions, the  papers  were  sent  round  to  each  member  of  the  Cabinet,  so  that 
each  might  be  duly  apprised  of  all  the  circumstances  and  be  prepared 
to  give  his  opinion.  The  Cabinet  met.  It  deliberated.  There  was  long 
and  careful  consultation,  and  the  result  was  the  declaration  which  I 
have  just  announced.  All  this  has  passed  away.  That  very  movement 
on  the  part  of  England,  sustained  by  this  declaration,  gave  a  blow  to 
the  celebrated  alliance  from  which  it  never  recovered.  From  that  time 
it  gradually  decayed  till  it  utterly  perished.  The  late  revolutions  in 
Europe  have  put  an  end  to  all  its  work,  and  nothing  remains  of  all  that 
it  ever  did."  This  declaration,  Mr.  Calhoun  proceeded  to  state,  must  be 
limited  by  the  conditions  under  which  it  was  spoken,  as  otherwise  "it 
woiild  have  involved  the  absurdity  of  asserting  that  the  attempt  of  any 
European  state  to  extend  its  system  of  Government  to  this  -continent, 
the  smallest  as  well  as  the  greatest,  would  endanger  the  peace  and 
safety  of  our  country."  "  The  next  declaration,"  Mr.  Calhoun  proceeded 
to  say,  "  was  that  we  would  regard  the  interposition  of  any  European 
power  to  oppress  the  Governments  of  this  continent,  which  we  had  re- 
cently recognized  as  independent,  or  to  control  their  destiny  in  any 
manner  whatever,  as  manifesting  an  unfriendly  disposition  toward  the 
United  States.  This  declaration,  also,  belongs  to  the  history  of  that 
day.  It  grew  out  of  the  same  state  of  circumstances,  and  may  be  con- 
sidered as  an  appendage  to  the  declaration  to  which  I  have  just  alluded. 
By  the  Governments  on  this  continent  which  we  had  recognized,  were 
meant  the  Eepublics  which  had  gi'own  up  after  having  thrown  off  the 
yoke  of  Spain.  They  had  just  emerged  from  their  protracted  revolu- 
tionary struggles.  They  had  hardly  yet  reached  a  point  of  solidity,  and 
in  that  tender  stage  the  administration  of  Mr.  Monroe  thought  it  proper 
not  only  to  make  that  general  declaration  in  reference  to  the  Holy 
Alliance,  but  to  make  a  more  specific  one  against  the  interference  of 
any  European  power,  in  order  to  countenance  and  encourage  these 
young  Eepublics  as 'far  as  we  could  with  propriety."  Mr.  Calhoun 
then  proceeded  to  say  that  the  third  proposition  of  Mr.  Monroe,  which 
had  been  referred  to,  was  "  that  the  continents  of  America,  by  the  free 
and  independent  condition  which  they  have  assumed  and  maintained, 
are  not  henceforth  to  be  considered  as  subjects  of  colonization  by  any  Eu- 
ropean power."  •  •  •  *' The  word 'colonization' has  a  specific  mean- 
ing. It  means  the  establishment  of  a  settlement  by  emigrants  from  the 
parent  country  in  a  territory  either  uninhabited  or  from  which  the  in- 
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habitants  have  been  partially  or  wholly  expelled.'*  ♦  •  •  «  j^  may 
be  proper  to  go  into  a  history,  also,  of  this  declaration  of  Mr.  Monroe. 
It  grew  oat  of  drcnmstances  altogether  different  ^m  the  other  two. 
At  that  time  there  was  a  question  l^tween  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States  on  one  side  and  Bussia  on  the  other.  All  three  claimed  settle- 
ments on  the  northwest  portion  of  this  continent.  Great  Britain  and 
ourselves  having  common  interest  in  keeping  Bassia  as  far  north  as  possi- 
ble, the  former  power  applied  to  the  United  States  for  co-operation;  audit 
was  in  reference  to  that  matter  that  the  additional  declaration  was  made. 

iBut  see  tn/ra,  §  159.)  It  was  said  to  be  a  proper  opportunity  to  make  it. 
t  had  reference  specially  to  the  subject  of  the  northwest  settlement,  and 
.the  other  portions  of  the  continent  were  drawn  in,  because  all  the  rest  of 
it,  with  the  exception  of  some  settlements  in  Surinam,  Maracaibo,  and 
thereabout,  had  passed  into  independent  hands."  Mr.  Calhoun  then  pro- 
ceeded to  reply  to  the  statement  made  in  the  Senate  in  debate,  that  all 
those  declarations  had  originated  with  Mr.  Adams,  and  were  unknown 
to  the  other  members  of  the  Cabinet  until  they  appeared  in  Mr.  Mon- 
roe's message.  ^'  I  recollect,"  said  Mr.  Calhoun,  ^^as  distinctly  as  I  do 
any  event  of  my  life,  that  all  the  papers  in  connection  with  this  subject 
were  submitted  to  the  members  before  the  Cabinet  met,  and  were  duly 
considered.  Mr.  Adams,  then,  in  speaking  of  the  whole  as  one,  must 
have  reference  to  the  declaration  relative  to  colonization.  As  respects 
this,  his  memory  does,  not  differ  from  mine.  My  impression  is  that  it 
never  became  a  subject  of  deliberation  in  the  Cabinet.  I  so  stated  when 
the  Oregon  question  was  before  the  Senate.  I  stated  it  in  order  that  Mr. 
Adams  might  have  an  opportunity  of  denying  it,  or  asserting  the  real 
state  of  the  facts.  He  remained  silent,  and  I  presume  my  statement  is 
correct,  that  this  declaration  was  inserted  after  the  Cabinet  deliber- 
ated. It  originated  entirely  with  Mr.  Adams,  without  being  submitted 
to  the  Cabinet,  and  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  owing  to  this  fact  that  it  is  not 
made  with  the  precision  and  clearness  with  which  the  two  former  are. 
It  declares,  without  qualification,  that  these  continents  have  asserted 
and  maintained  their  freedom  and  independence,  and  are  no  longer  sub- 
ject to  colonization  by  any  European  power.  This  is  not  strictly  accu- 
rate. Taken  as  a  whole,  these  continents  had  not  asserted  and  main- 
tained their  freedom  and  independence.  At  that  period  Great  Britain 
had  a  larger  portion  of  the  continent  in  her  possession  than  the  United 
States.  Bussia  had  a  considerable  portion  of  it,  and  other  powers  pos- 
sessed some  portions  on  the  southern  parts  of  this  continent.  The  dec- 
laration was  broader  than  the  fact,  and  exhibits  precipitancy  and  want 
of  due  reflection.  Besides,  there  was  an  impropriety  in  it  when  viewed 
in  conjunction  with  the  foregoing  declarations.  I  speak  not  in  the  lan- 
guage of  censure.  We  were,  as  to  them,  acting  in  concert  with  Eng- 
land, on  a  proposition  coming  from  herself— a  proposition  of  the  utmost 
magnitude  and  which  we  felt  at  the  time  to  be  essentially  connected 
with  our  peace  and  safety ;  and  of  course  it  was  due  to  propriety  as 
well  as  policy  that  this  declaration  should  be  strictly  in  accordance  with 
British  feeling.  Our  power  then  was  not  what  it  is  now,  and  we  had 
to  rely  upon  her  co-operation  to  sustain  the  ground  we  had  taken.  We 
had  then  only  about  six  or  seven  millions  of  people,  scattered,  and 
without  such  means  of  communication  as  we  now  possess  to  bring  us 
together  in  a  short  period  of  time.  The  declaration,  accordingly,  with 
respect  to  colonization,  striking  at  England  as  well  as  Bussia,  gave 
offense  to  her,  and  that  to  such  an  extent  that  she  refused  to  co-operate 
with  us  in  settling  the  Bussian  question.    Kow,  I  will  venture  to  say 
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that  if  that  declaration  had  come  before  that  caatioas  Cabinet,  for  Mr. 
Monroe  was  among  the  wisest  and  most  cautions  men  I  have  ever  known, 
it  would  have  been  modified  and  expressed  with  a  far  greater  degree 
of  precision,  and  with  much  more  delicacy  in  reference  to  the  feelings 
of  the  British  Grovernment. 

''  In  stating  the  precise  character  of  these  declarations,  and  the  man- 
ner in  which  they  originated,  I  have  discharged  a  double  duty,  a  duty 
to  my  country,  to  whom  it  is  important  that  these  declarations  should 
be  correctly  understood,  a  duty  to  the  Cabinet  of  which  I  was  a  member 
and  am  now  the  only  survivor.  I  remove  a  false  interpretation,  which 
makes  safe  and  proper  declarations  improper  and  dangerous. 

^^  But  it  is  not  only  in  these  respects  that  these  famous  declarations 
are  misunderstood  by  the  Chief  Magistrate  of  the  country  as  well  as  by 
others.  They  were  but  declarations — nothing  more;  declarations  an- 
nouncing in  a  friendly  manner  to  the  powers  of  the  world  that  we  should 
regard  certain  acts  of  interposition  of  the  allied  powers  as  dangerous  to 
our  peace  and  safety;  interposition  of  European  powers  to  oppress  the 
Bepublics  which  had  just  arisen  upon  this  continent,  rq  manifesting  an 
unfriendly  disposition,  and  that  this  continent,  having  become  free  and 
independent,  was  no  longer  the  subject  of  colonization  by  European 
powers.  Not  one  word  in  any  one  of  them  in  reference  to  resistance. 
There  is  nothing  said  of  it,  and  with  great  propriety  was  it  omitted. 
Eesistance  belonged  to  us — to  Congress.  It  is  for  us  to  say  whether  we 
shall  resist  or  not,  and  to  what  extent.    ♦    •    • 

"  Whether  you  will  resist  or  not,  and  the  measure  of  your  resistance— 
whether  it  shall  be  by  negotiation,  remonstrance,  or  some  intermediate 
measure,  or  by  a  resort  to  arms — all  this  must  be  determined  and  de- 
cided on  the  merits  of  the  question  itself.  This  is  the  only  wise  course. 
We  are  not  to  have  quoted  on  us,  on  every  occasion,  general  declara- 
tions to  which  any  and  every  meaning  may  be  attached.  There  are 
cases  of  interposition  where  I  would  resort  to  the  hazard  of  war  with 
all  its  calamities.  Am  I  asked  for  one?  I  will  answer.  I  designate 
the  case  of  Cuba.  So  long  as  Cuba  remains  in  the  hands  of  Spain, 
a  friendly  power,  a  power  of  which  we  have  no  dread,  it  should  con- 
tiuue  to  be,  as  it  has  been,  the  policy  of  all  administrations  ever  since  I 
have  been  connected  with  the  (yovernment,  to  let  Cuba  remain  there; 
but  with  the  fixed  determination,  which  I  hope  never  will  be  relin- 
quished, that  if  Cuba  pass  from  her  it  shall  not  be  into  an^^  other  hands 
but  ours.  This,  not  from  a  feeling  of  ambition,  not  from  a  desire  for 
the  extension  of  dominion,  but  because  that  island  is  indispensable  to 
the  safety  of  the  United  States,  or  rather  because  it  is  indispensable  to 
the  safety  of  the  United  States  that  this  island  should  not  be  in  certain 
hands.  If  it  were,  our  coasting  trade  between  the  Gulf  and  the  Atlan- 
tic would,  in  case  ol  war,  be  cut  in  twain,  to  be  followed  by  convulsive 
effects.  In  the  same  category  I  will  refer  to  a  case  in  which  we  might 
most  rightfully  have  resisted,  had  it  been  necessary,  a  foreign  power; 
and  that  is  the  case  of  Texas.'' 

4  Cidkonn's  Works,  455  Jf. 

"  President  Polk  having,  in  1848,  based  on  what  was  supposed  to  be 
the  Monroe  doctrine,  a  recommendation  to  take  possession  of  Yucatan, 
in  order  to  prevent  its  becoming  a  colony  of  any  European  power,  Mr. 
Calhoun,  who  was  a  member  of  the  Monroe  Cabinet,  explained  the  cir- 
cumstances connected  with  that  declaration.  It  was  made  in  concert 
with  Great  Britain,  in  order  to  prevent  the  intervention  of  the  *  Holy 
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Alliance/  in  aiding  Spain  to  regain  her  sovereignty  over  her  revolted 
provinces.  Mr.  Canning  had  informed  Mr.  Bush  (minister  of  the  United 
States  at  London)  of  the  project,  assuring  him,  at  the  same  time,  that, 
if  sustained  by  the  United  States,  Great  Britain  would  resist.  (Speech 
in  U.  S.  Senate,  May  15, 1848;  Calhoun's  Works,  vol.  iv,  p.  454.)  This 
is  in  accordance  with  the  statement  of  Sir  James  Mackintosh,  in  his 
speech  of  June,  1824.  (Works,  p.  555.)  The  message  itself  would  seem, 
however,  to  have  a  more  extended  application.  It  was  with  reference 
to  the  discussions  then  pending  with  Itussia,  as  to  the  northwest  coast 
of  America,  that  it  is  said:  'The  occasion  has  been  judged  proper  for 
asserting,  as  a  principle  in  whidi  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  United 
States  are  involved,  that  the  American  continents,  by  the  free  and  in- 
dependent condition  which  they  have  assumed  and  maintain,  are  hence- 
forth not  to  be  considered  as  subjects  for  future  colonization  by  any 
European  power.    (Annual  Eegister,  1823,  p.  185.)" 

Lawrence's  Wheaton,  ed.  1863,  p.  124. 

"  While  it  is  not  my  purpose  to  recommend  the  adoption  of  jiny  meas- 
ure with  a  view  to  the  acquisition  of  the  *  dominion  and  sovereignty' 
over  Yucatan,  yet,  according  to  our  established  policy,  we  could  not 
consent  to  a  transfer  of  this  *  dominion  and  sovereignty '  to  either  Spain, 
Great  Britain,  or  any  other  European  power.  In  the  language  of  Pres- 
ident Monroe,  in  his  message  of  December,  1823,  *  we  should  consider 
any  attempt  on  their  part  to  extend  their  system  to  any  portion  of  this 
hemisphere  as  dangerous  to  our  peace  and  safety.'  In  ray  annual  mes- 
sage of  December,  1845,  I  declared  that  near  a  quarter  of  a  century 
ago  the  principle  was  distinctly  announced  to  the  world,  in  the  annual 
message  of  one  of  my  predecessors,  that  the  American  continents,  by 
the  free  and  independent  condition  which  they  have  assumed  and  main- 
tain, are  henceforth  not  to  be  considered  as  subjects  for  future  coloniza- 
tion by  any  European  power.'  This  principle  will  apply  with  greatly 
increased  force,  should  any  European  i)ower  attempt  to  establish  any 
new  colony  in  !N^orth  America.  In  the  existing  circumstances  of  the 
world,  the  present  is  deemed  a  proper  occasion  to  reiterate  and  reaffirm 
the  principle  avowed  by  Mr.  Monroe,  and  to  state  my  cordial  concur- 
rence in  its  wisdom  and  sound  i)olicy." 

Pi-esideut  Polk's  Special  Message,  April  29.  1848. 

"  The  independence  as  well  as  the  interests  of  the  nations  on  this 
continent  require  that  they  should  maintain  an  American  system  of 
policy  entirely  distinct  from  that  which  prevails  in  Europe.  To  suffer 
any  interference  on  the  part  of  the  European  Governments  with  the 
domestic  concerns  of  the  American  Eepublics,  and  to  permit  them  to 
establish  new  colonies  upon  this  continent,  would  be  to  jeopard  their 
independence  and  ruin  their  Interests.  These  truths  ought  everywhere 
throughout  this  continent  to  be  impressed  upon  the  public  mind;  but 
what  can  the  United  States  do  to  resist  such  European  interference 
whilst  the  Spanish- American  Bepnblics  continue  to  weaken  themselves 
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by  divisions  and  civil  war,  and  deprive  themselves  of  doing  anything 
for  their  own  protection  f '^ 

Mr.  Buchanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hise,  June  3, 1848;  M8S.  Inst.  Am.  St. ;  1 
Curtis'  Buchanan,  623. 

The  United  States  <'  will  not  consent  to  the  subjugation  of  any  of  the 
independent  states  of  this  continent  to  Earopean  powers,  nor  to  the 
exercise  of  a  protectorate  over  them,  nor  to  any  other  direct  political 
influences  to  control  their  policy  or  institutions." 

Air.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dodge,  Oct.  21, 1858 ;  same  to  same,  Deo.  2, 1866; 
MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 

The  United  States  will  decline  to  enter  with  European  powers  into  a 
joint  mediation  between  contending  armed  parties  in  Mexico. 

Mr.  Trescot,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Elgee,  Aug.  8,  I860 ;  MSS.  Inet.,  Mex. 
Mr.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  McLane,  Sept.  20,  1860;  infra,  $  102. 

The  Clayton-Bulwer  treaty  is  the  only  exception  to  the  rule  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  will  decline  to  enter  into  any  com- 
binations or  alliances  with  European  powers  for  the  settlement  of 
questions  connected  with  the  United  States. 

Supra,  $  40;  infra,  $$  150,  287/. 

See  Tucker's  Monroe  Doctrine,  43. 

As  to  British  claim,  after  this  treaty,  to  Honduras,  see  infra,  $$  150,  287,  ff. 

The  Clarendon -Dal  las  treaty  of  1856,  which  was  negotiated  with  the  view  of 
settling  the  difficulty,  was  amended  by  the  Senate  so  as  to  be  unsatisfactory 
t-o  the  British  Government,  and  consequently  was  dropped.  See  infra, 
$  150. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  would  regard  with  grave  con- 
cern and  dissatisfaction  movements  in  Cuba  to  introduce  Spanish 
authority  within  the  territory  of  Dominica. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tassara,  April  2, 1861;  MSS.  Notes,  Spain. 

"The  correspondence  which  took  place  between  this  Government 
and  that  of  Her  Majesty  at  an  early  stage  of  the  insurrection  shows 
that  the  United  States  deemed  the  formation  of  a  mutual  engagement 
by  Great  Britain  and  France  that  those  two  powers  would  a<5t  in  con- 
cert with  regard  to  the  said  insurrection  to  be  an  unfriendly  proceed- 
ing, and  that  the  United  States,  therefore,  declined  to  receive  from 
either  of  those  powers  any  communication  which  avowed  the  existence 
of  such  an  arrangement.  I  have,  therefore,  now  to  regret  that  Earl 
Eussell  has  thought  it  necessary  to  inform  this  Government  that  Iler 
Majesty's  Government  have  found  it  expedient  to  consult  with  the  Gov- 
ernment of  France  upon  the  question  whether  Her  Majesty's  Govern- 
ment will  now  recognize  the  restoration  of  peace  in  the  United  States. 

''It  is  further  a  source  of  regret  that  Her  Majesty's  Government  avow 
that  they  will  continue  still  to  require  that  any  United  States  cruisers 
which  shall  hereafter  be  lying  within  a  British  port  or  harbor  or  waters 
shall  be  detained  twenty-four  hours,  so  as  to  afford  an  opportunity  for 
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any  insurgent  vessel  then  actually  being  within  said  port,  harbor,  or 
waters  to  gain  the  advantage  of  the  same  time  for  her  departure  from 
the  same  port,  harbor,  or  waters." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Brace,  June  19,  1855;  MSS.  Notes,  Gr.  Brit. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  will  ^^  maintain  and  insist  with 
all  the  decision  and  energy  which  are  compatible  with  our  existing  nea- 
trallty  that  the  repablican  system  which  is  accepted  by  any  one  of 
those  (South  American)  states  shall  not  be  wantonly  assailed,  and  that 
it  shall  not  be  subverted  as  an  end  of  a  lawful  war  by  European  pow- 
ers ; "  but  beyond  this  position  the  United  States  Government  will  not 
go,  nor  will  it  consider  itself  hereby  bound  to  take  part  in  wars  in  which 
a  South  American  Republic  may  enter  with  a  European  sovereign  when 
the  object  of  the  latter  is  not  the  establishment  in  place  of  a  subverted 
Bepnblic  of  a  Monarchy  under  a  European  prince. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Eilpatrick,  June  2, 1866;  MSS.  Inst.,  Chili. 

"The  avoidance  of  entangling  alliances,  the  characteristic  feature  of 
the  foreign  policy  of  Washington,  sprang  from  this  condition  of  things. 
Ent  the  entangling  alliances  which  then  existed  were  engagements 
made  with  Prance  as  a  part  of  the  general  contract  under  which  aid  was 
furnished  to  us  for  the  achievement  of  our  independence.  France  was 
willing  to  waive  the  letter  of  the  obligation  as  to  her  West  India  pos- 
sessions, but  demanded,  in  its  stead,  privileges  in  our  ports  which  the 
Administration  was  unwilling  to  concede.  To  make  its  refusal  accepta- 
ble to  a  public  which  sympathized  with  France,  the  Cabinet  of  General 
Washington  exaggerated  the  principle  into  a  theory  tending  to  national 
isolation. 

"The  public  measures  designed  to  maintain  unimpaired  the  domestic 
sovereignty  and  the  international  neutrality  of  the  United  States  were 
independent  of  this  policy,  though  apparently  incidental  to  it.  The 
municipal  laws  enacted  by  Congress  then  and  since  have  been  but  dec- 
larations of  the  law  of  nations.  They  are  essential  to  the  preservation 
of  our  national  dignity  and  honor ;  they  have  for  their  object  to  repress 
and  punish  all  enterprises  of  private  war,  one  of  the  last  relics  of  me- 
disBval  barbarism ;  and  they  have  descended  to  us  from  the  fathers  of 
the  Republic,  supported  and  enforced  by  every  succeeding  President 
of  the  United  States. 

"  The  foreign  policy  of  these  early  days  was  not  a  narrow  one.  During 
this  period  we  secured  the  evacuation  by  Great  Britain  of  the  country 
wrongfully  occupied  by  her  on  the  lake ;  we  acquired  Louisiana ;  we 
measured  forces  on  the  sea  with  France,  and  on  the  land  and  sea  with 
England ;  we  set  the  example  of  resisting  and  chastising  thl3  piracies  of 
the  Barbary  States;  we  initiated  in  negotiations  with  Prussia  the  long 
line  of  treaties  for  the  liberalization  of  war  and  the  promotion  of  inter- 
national intercourse ;  and  we  steadily  demanded,  and  at  length  obtained, 

S.  MiB.  162— VOL.  I 19  289 


§  57.]  INTERVENTION.  [CHAP.  HI. 

indemnification  from  various  Governments  for  the  losses  we  had  sufifered 
jyy  foreign  spoliations  in  the  wars  of  Europe. 

"  To  this  point  in  our  foreign  policy  we  had  arrived  when  the  revolu- 
tionary movements  id  Spanish  and  Poitugueso  America  compelled  a 
modification  of  our  relations  with  Europe,  in  consequence  of  the  rise 
of  new  and  independent  states  in  America. 

^<  The  revolution,  which  commenced  in  1810  and  extended  through  all 
the  Spanish- American  continental  colonies,  after  vain  efforts  of  repres- 
sion on  the  part  of  Spain,  protracted  through  twenty  years,  terminated 
in  the  establishment  of  the  independent  states  of  Mexico,  Guateibala, 
San  Salvador,  Honduras,  Nicaragua,  Costa  Bica,  Venezuela,  Colombia, 
Ecuador,  Peru,  Chili,  Bolivia,  the  Argentine  Republic,  Uruguay,  and 
Paraguay,  to  which  the  Empire  of  Brazil  came  in  time  to  be  added. 
These  events  necessarily  enlarged  the  sphere  of  action  of  the  United 
States,  and  essentially  modified  our  relations  with  Europe  and  our  at- 
titude to  the  rest  of  this  continent. 

*'  The  new  states  were,  like  ourselves,  revolted  colonies.  They  con- 
tinued the  precedent  we  had  set,  of  separating  from  Europe.  Their  as- 
sumption of  independence  was  stimulated  by  our  example.  They  pro- 
fessedly imitated  us,  and  copied  our  national  Constitution,  sometimes 
even  to  their  inconvenience. 

'^The  Spanish- American  colonies  had  not  the  same  preparation  for 
independence  that  we  had.  Each  of  the  British  colonies  possessed  com- 
plete local  autonomy.  Its  formal  transition  from  dependence  to  inde- 
pendence consisted  chiefly  in  expelling  the  British  governor  of  the  col- 
ony and  electing  a  governor  of  the  State,  from  which  to  the  organized 
Union  was  but  a  step.  All  these  conditions  of  success  were  wanting  in 
Spanish  America,  and  hence  many  of  the  difficulties  in  their  career  as 
independent  states  ;  and  further,  while  the  revolution  in  British  Amer- 
ica was  the  exclusive  result  of  the  march  of  opinion  in  theBritish  colo- 
nies, the  simultaneous  action  of  the  separate  Spanish  colonies,  though 
showing  a  desire  for  independence,  was  principally  produced  by  the 
accident  of  the  invasion  of  Spain  by  France. 

'*  The  formation  of  these  new  sovereignties  in  America  was  important 
to  us,  not  only  because  of  the  cessation  of  colonial  monopolies  to  that 
extent,  but  because  of  the  geographical  relations  to  us  held  by  so  many 
new  nations,  all,  like  ourselves,  created  from  European  stock,  and  inter- 
ested in  excluding  European  politics,  dynastic  questions,  and  balances 
of  power  from  further  influence  in  the  New  World. 

"  Thus  the  United  States  were  forced  into  new  lines  of  action,  which 
though  apparently  in  some  respects  conflicting,  were  really  in  harmony 
with  the  line  marked  out  by  Washington.  The  avoidance  of  entangling 
political  alliances  and  the  maintenance  of  our  own  independent  neutral- 
ity became  doubly  important  from  the  fact  that  they  became  applicable 
to  the  new  Republics  as  well  as  to  the  mother  country.  The  duty  of  non- 
interference had  been  admitted  by  every  President.    The  question  came 
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up  in  the  time  of  the  first  Adams,  on  the  occasion  of  the  enlistment 
projects  of  Miranda.  It  appeared  again  under  Jefferson  (anterior  to 
the  revolt  of  the  Spanish  colonies)  in  the  schemes  of  Aaron  Burr.  It 
was  an  ever-present  question  in  the  administrations  of  Madison,  Monroe, 
and  the  younger  Adams,  in  reference  to  the  questions  of  foreign  enlist- 
ment or  equipment  in  the  United  States,  and  when  these  new  Republics 
entered  the  family  of  nations,  many  of  them  very  feeble,  and  all  too 
much  subject  to  internal  revolution  and  civil  war,  a  strict  adherence  to 
our  previous  policy  and  a  strict  enforcement  of  our  laws  became  essen- 
tial to  the  preservation  of  friendly  relations  with  them  ;  for,  since  that 
time,  it  has  been  one  of  the  principal  cares  of  those  intrusted  with  the 
administration  of  the  Government  to  prevent  piratical  expeditions 
against  these  sister  Republics  from  leaving  our  ports.  And  thus  the 
changed  condition  of  the  New  World  made  no  change  in  the  traditional 
and  peaceful  policy  of  the  United  States  in  this  respect. 

**In  one  respect,  however,  the  advent  of  these  new  states  in  America 
did  compel  an  apparent  change  of  foreign  policy  on  our  part.  It  de- 
volved upon  us  the  determination  of  the  great  international  question,  at 
what  time  and  under  what  circumstances  to  recognize  a  new  power  as 
entitled  to  a  place  among  the  family  of  nations.  There  was  but  little 
of  precedent  to  guide  us,  except  our  own  case.  Something,  indeed, 
could  be  inferred  from  the  historical  origin  of  the  Netherlands  and 
Switzerland,  but  our  own  case,  carefully  and  conscientiously  consid- 
ered, was  sufficient  to  guide  us  to  right  conclusions.  We  maintained 
our  position  of  international  friendship  and  of  treaty  obligations  toward 
Spain,  but  we  did  not  consider  that  we  were  bound  to  wait  for  its  recog- 
nition of  the  new  Republics  before  admitting  them  into  treaty  relations 
with  us  as  sovereign  states.  We  held  that  it  was  for  us  to  judge 
whether  or  not  they  had  attained  to  the  condition  of  actual  independ- 
ence, and  the  consequent  right' of  recognition  by  us.  We  considered 
this  question  of  fact  deliberately  and  coolly.  We  sent  commissioners 
to  Spani9h  America  to  ascertain  and  report  for  our  information  concern- 
ing their  actual  circumstances,  and  in  the  fullness  of  time  we  acknowl- 
edged their  independence.  We  exchanged  diplomatic  ministers,  and 
made  treaties  of  amity  with  them,  the  earliest  of  which,  negotiated  b^' 
Mr.  John  Quincy  Adams,  served  as  the  model  for  the  subsequent  treaties 
with  the  Spanish-American  Republics.  We  also,  simultaneously  there- 
with, exerted  our  good  offices  with  Spain  to  induce  her  to  submit  to 
the  inevitable  reKult,  and  herself  to  accept  and  acknowledge,  the  inde- 
pendence of  her  late  colonies.  We  endeavored  to  induce  Russia  to  join 
us  in  these  representations.  In  all  this  our  action  was  positive  in  the 
direction  of  x)romoting  the  complete  political  separation  of  America 
from  Europe. 

^^A  vast  field  was  thus  opened  to  the  statesmen  of  the  United  States 
for  the  peaceful  introduction,  the  spread,  and  the  permanent  establish- 
ment of  the  American  ideas  of  republican  government,  of  modification 
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of  the  laws  of  war,  of  liberalization  of  commerce,  of  religions  freedom 
and  toleration,  and  of  the  emancipation  of  the  New  World  £ix>m  the 
dynastic  and  balance-of-power  controversies  of  Eorope. 

^^Mr.  John  Quincy  Adams,  beyond  any  other  statesman  of  the  time 
in  this  conntty,  had  the  knowledge  and  experience,  both  European  and 
American,  the  comprehension  of  thought  and  purpose,  and  the  moral 
convictions  which  peculiarly  fitted  him  to  introduce  our  country  into 
this  new  field,  and  to  lay  the  foundation  of  an  American  policy.  The 
declaration  known  as  the  Monroe  doctrine,  and  the  objects  and  pur- 
poses of  the  congress  of  Panama,  both  supposed  to  have  been  largely 
inspired  by  Mr.  Adams,  have  influenced  public  events  from  that  day  to 
this  as  a  principle  of  government  for  this  continent  and  its  adjacent 
islands. 

<<It  was  at  the  period  of  the  congress  of  Aix-la-Ohapelle  and  of  Lay. 
bach,  when  the  *  Holy  Alliance'  was  combined  to  arrest  all  political 
changes  in  Europe  in  the  sense  of  liberty,  when  they  were  intervening 
in  Southern  Europe  for  the  re-establishment  of  absolutism,  and  when 
they  were  meditating  interference  to  check  the  progress  of  free  govern- 
ment in  America,  that  Mr.  Monroe,  in  his  annual  message  of  December 
1823,  declared  that  the  United  States  would  consider  any  attempt  to 
extend  the  European  system  to  any  portion  of  this  hemisphere  as  dan- 
gerous to  our  peace  and  safety.  ^  With  the  existing  colonies  or  depend- 
encies of  any  European  power,'  he  said,  ^  we  have  not  interfered  and 
shall  not  interfere.  But  with  the  Governments  who  have  declared  their 
independence  and  maintained  it,  and  whose  independence  we  have  on 
great  consideration  and  on  just  principles  acknowledged,  we  could  not 
view  any  interposition  for  the  purpose  of  oppressing  them,  or  control- 
ling, in  any  other  manner,  their  destiny,  by  any  European  power,  in  any 
other  light  than  as  the  manifestation  of  an  unfriendly  feeling  towards 
the  United  States.' 

^'This  declaration  resolved  the  solution  of  the  immediate  question  of 
the  independence  of  the  Spanish -American  colonies,  and  is  supposed  to 
have  exercised  some  influence  upon  the  course  of  the  British  cabinet  in 
regard  to  the  absolutist  schemes  in  Europe  as  well  as  in  America. 

'^  It  has  also  exercised  a  permanent  influence  on  this  continent  It 
was  at  once  invoked  in  consequence  of  the  supposed  i)eril  of  Cuba  on 
the  side  of  Europe;  it  was  applied  to  a  similar  danger  threatening  Yu- 
catan ;  it  was  embodied  in  the  treaty  of  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain  as  to  Central  America;  it  produced  the  successful  opposition 
of  the  United  States  to  the  attempt  of  Great  Britain  to  exercise  domin- 
ion in  [Nicaragua  under  the  cover  of  the  Mosquito  Indians ;  and  it 
operated  in  like  manner  to  prevent  the  establishment  of  a  European 
dynasty  in  Mexico. 

*^The  United  States  stand  solemnly  committed  by  repeated  declara- 
tions and  repeated  acts  to  this  doctrine,  and  its  application  to  the  affidra 
of  this  continent.    In  his  message  to  the  two  houses  of  Congress  at  the 
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oommencement  of  the  present  session,  the  President,  following  the 
teachin£:s  of  all  our  history,  said  that  the  existing  ^dependencies  are 
no  longer  regarded  as  subject  to  transfer  from  one  European  power  to 
another.  When  the  present  relation  of  colonies  ceases,  they  are  to  be- 
come index>endent  powers,  exercising  the-  right  of  choice  and  of  self- 
control  in  the  determination  of  their  future  condition  and  relations  with 
other  powers.' 

'^  This  policy  is  not  a  policy  of  aggression ;  but  it  opposes  the  crea- 
tion of  European  dominion  on  American  soil,  or  its  transfer  to  other 
European  powers,  and  it  looks  hopefully  to  the  time,  when,  by  the  vol- 
untary departure  of  European  Governments  from  this  continent  and 
the  adjacent  islands,  America  shall  be  wholly  American. 

^^  It  does  not  contemplate  forcible  intervention  in  any  legitimate  con< 
test ;  but  it  protests  against  permitting  such  a  contest  to  result  in  the 
increase  of  European  power  or  influence;  and  it  ever  impels  this  Gov- 
ernment, as  in  the  late  contest  between  the  South  American  Bepublics 
and  Spain,  to  interpose  its  good  offices  to  secure  an  honorable  peace. 

^'The  congress  of  Panama  was  planned  by  Bolivar  to  secure  the  union 
of  Spanish  America  against  Spain.  It  had  originally  military  as  well 
as  political  purposes.  In  the  military  objects  the  United  States  could 
take  no  part ;  and  indeed  the  necessity  for  sueh  objects  ceased  when 
the  full  effects  of  Mr.  Monroe's  declarations  were  felt.  But  the  pacilic 
objects  of  the  congress,  the  establishment  of  close  and  cordial  relations 
of  amity,  the  creation  of  commercial  intercourse,  of  interchange  of  po- 
litical thought,  and  of  habits  of  good  understanding,  between  the  new 
Eepnblics  and  the  United  States  and  their  respective  citizens,  might 
perhaps  have  been  attained  had  the  administration  of  that  d^j  re- 
ceived the  united  support  of  the  country.  Unhappily  they  were  lost ; 
the  new  states  were  removed  from  the  sympathetic  and  protecting  in- 
fluence of  our  example,  and  their  commerce,  which  we  might  then  have 
secured,  passed  into  other  hands,  unfriendly  to  the  United  States. 

'^  In  looking  back  upon  the  Panama  congress  from  this  length  of  time, 
it  is  easy  to  understand  why  the  earnest  and  patriotic  men  who  endeav- 
ored to  crystallize  an  American  system  for  this  continent  failed. 

*^  Mr.  Clay  and  Mr.  Adams  were  far-sighted  statesmen,  but  unfortu- 
nately they  struck  against  the  rock  of  African  slavery.  One  of  the 
questions  proposed  for  discussion  in  the  conference  was  ^  the  considera- 
tion of  the  means  to  be  adopted  for  the  entire  abolition  of  the  African 
slave  trade,'  to  which  proposition  the  committee  of  the  United  States 
Senate  Of  that  day  replied,  <  The  United  States  have  not  certainly  the 
right,  and  ought  never  to  feel  the  inclination,  to  dictate  to  others  who 
may  differ  with  them  upon  this  subject,  nor  do  the  committee  see  the 
expediency  of  insulting  other  states,  with  whom  we  are  maintaining  re- 
lations of  perfect  amity,  by  ascending  the  moral  chair,  and  proclaiming 
from  thence  mere  abstract  principles,  of  the  rectitude  of  which  each 
nation  enjoys  the  perfect  right  of  deciding  for  itself.'    The  same  com- 
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mittee  also  alluded  to  the  possibility  that  the  condition  of  the  islands 
of  Gaba  and  Porto  Bico,  still  the  possessions  of  Spain,  and  still  slave- 
holding,  might  be  made  the  snbjeot  of  discussion  and  of  contemplated 
action  by  the  Panama  congress.  ^  If  ever  the  United  States  [they  said] 
permit  themselyes  to  be  associated  with  these  nations  in  any  general 
congress  assembled  for  the  discassion  of  common  plans  in  any  way  af- 
fecting Eoropean  interests,  they  will,  by  such  act,  not  only  deprive 
themselves  of  the  ability  they  now  possess  of  rendering  usefal  assist- 
ance to  the  other  American  states,  bat  also  produce  other  effects  preju- 
dicial to  their  own  interests. 

<'  Thus  the  necessity  at  that  day  of  preserving  the  great  interests  of 
the  Southern  States  in  African  slavery,  and  of  preventing  a  change  in 
the  character  of  labor  in  the  islands  of  Cuba  and  Porto  Bico,  lost  to  the 
United  States  the  opportunity  of  giving  a  permanent  direction  to  the 
political  and  commercial  connections  of  the  newly  enfranchised  Spanish- 
American  states,  and  their  trade  passed  into  hands  unfriendly  to  the 
United  States,  and  has  remained  there  ever  since. 

<'  Events,  subsequent  to  that  date,  have  tended  to  place  us  in  a  posi- 
tion to  retrieve  our  mistakes ;  among  which  events  may  be  particularly 
named  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion,  the  manifestation  of  our  unde- 
veloped and  unexpected  military  power,  the  retirement  of  the  French 
from  Mexico,  and  the  abolition  of  slavery  in  the  United  States. 

^^  There  is  good  reason  to  believe  that  the  latter  fact  has  had  an  im- 
portant influence  in  our  favor  in  Spanish  America.  It  has  caused  us  to 
be  regarded  there  with  more  sympathetic  as  well  as  more  respectful 
consideration.  It  has  relieved  those  Eepublics  from  the  fear  of  filibns- 
terism  which  had  been  formerly  incited  against  Central  America  and 
Mexico  in  the  interest  of  slave  extension;  and  it  has  produced  an  im- 
pression of  the  stability  of  our  institutions  and  of  our  public  strength 
sufficient  to  dissipate  the  fears  of  our  friends  or  the  hopes  of  those  who 
wish  us  ill. 

"  Thus  there  exists  in  the  Spanish- American  Eepublics  confidence  to- 
ward the  United  States.  On  our  side  they  find  a  feeling  of  cordial  amity 
and  friendship,  and  a  desire  to  cultivate  and  develop  our  common  in- 
terests on  this  continent.  With  some  of  these  states  our  relations  are 
more  intimate  than  with  others,  either  by  reason  of  closer  similarity  of 
constitutional  forms,  of  greater  commercial  intercourse,  of  proximity  in 
fact,  or  of  the  construction  or  contemplated  construction  of  lines  of 
transit  for  our  trade  and  commerce  between  the*  Atlantic  and  th,e  Pacific. 
With  several  of  them  we  have  peculiar  treaty  relations.  The  treaty  of 
1846  between  the  United  States  and  New  Granada  contains  stipulations 
of  guarantee  for  the  neutralitee  of  that  part  of  the  Isthmus  within  the 
present  territory  of  Colombia,  and  for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of 
sovereignty  and  property  therein  belonging  to  Colombia.  Similar  stip- 
ulations appear  in  the  treaty  of  1867  with  Nicaragua,  and  of  July,  1864, 
with  Honduras.    Those  treaties  (like  the  treaty  of  alliance  made  with 
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France  in  1778  by  Dr.  Franklin,  Silas  Deane,  and  Arthur  Lee)  consti- 
tute jiro  tanto  a  true  protective  alliance  between  the  United  States  and 
each  of  those  Republics.  Provisions  of  like  effect  appear  in  the  treaty 
of  April  19, 1850^  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States." 

Report  of  Mr.  Fish,  8ec.  of  State,  to  the  President,  Jnly  14,  1870,  accompanying 
President's  Message  of  same  date. 

^^The  allied  and  other  republics  of  Spanish  origin,  on  this  continent, 
may  see  in  this  fact  a  new  proof  of  our  sincere  interest  in  their  wel- 
fare; of  our  desire  to  see  them  blessed  with  good  governments,  capable 
of  maintaining  order  and  of  preserving  their  respective  territorial  integ- 
rity, and  of  our  sincere  wish  to  extend  our  own  commercial  and  social 
relations  with  them.  The  time  is  not  probably  far  distant  when,  in  the 
natural  course  of  events,  the  European  political  connection  with  this 
continent  will  cease.  Our  policy  should  be  shaped,  in  view  of  this 
probability,  so  as  to  ally  the  commercial  interests  of  the  Spanish  Ameri- 
C2in  States  more  closely  to  our  own,  and  thus  give  the  United  States  all 
the  pre-eminence  and  all  the  advantage  which  Mr.  Monroe,  Mr.  Adams, 
and  Mr.  Clay  contemplated  when  they  proposed  to  join  in  the  congress 
of  Panama." 

President  Grant's  Second  Annual  Message,  1870. 

On  the  ground  that  '^  the  decision  of  American  questions  pertains  to 
America  itself,"  the  Department  of  State  will  not  sanction  an  arbitra- 
tion by  European  states  of  South  American  difficulties,  even  with  the 
consent  of  the  parties. 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Reed,  Jan.  4, 1883 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  would  regard  with  grave  anxiety 
an  attempt  on  the  part  of  France  to  force  by  hostile  pressure  the  pay- 
ment by  Venezuela  of  her  debt  to  French  citizens. 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Noyes,  July  23,  1881 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  France. 
See  Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr.  Morton,  Dec.  16,  1881. 

It  was  held  in  1881  inexpedient  for  the  United  States  to  unite  with 
France  and  Great  Britain  in  intervening  to  terminate  hostilities  between 
Chili  and  Peru. 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morton,  Sept.  5,  1881 ;  MSS  Inst.,  France ; 
see  infra,  $  102. 

"  Mr.  Seward,  in  1868,  when  Secretary  of  State,  projected  a  treaty 
with  the  United  States  of  Colombia,  and  '  was  so  desirous  of  securing 
some  satisfactory  arrangement  with  that  Government,'  so  writes  Mr. 
Baker,  his  biographer  (Diplom.  Hist,  of  War,  p.  34),  ^  that  he  sent 
Mr,  Caleb  Cushing,  as  a  special  agent,  to  join  our  minister  at  Bogota 
io  the  negotiations.  A  treaty  embodying  the  Monroe  doctrine  was 
agreed  upon  and  signed  by  the  ministers.'  The  treaty  was  rejected 
by  the  Senate  of  Colombia,  and  '  for  unknown  reasons  failed  to  receive 
the  approval  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States.'  (Appleton's  Cyclop. 
1869,  pp.  108,  704  j  Secretary  Evarts's  report,  March  8, 1880 ;  Ex.  Doc. 
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"So,  112,  Senate,  46th  Gong.,  2d  sess.)  Mr.  SeWStrd^a  protest  against 
French  interference,  in  18^,  in  Mexican  affairs,  though  sustained  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  was  passed  over,  no  doubt  with  the  assent 
of  the  Administration,  without  action  in  the  Senate.  And  Mrl  Seward, 
in  his  lett-er  to  Montholon,  of  December  6,  1865,  does  not  place  his  ob- 
jections to  French  interference  in  Mexico  on  the  ground  of  (he  Monroe 
doctrine,  but  on  the  ground  that  ^  the  people  of  every  state  on  the 
American  continent  have  a  right  to  secure  for  themselves  a  republican 
government  if  they  choose,  and  that  interference  by  foreign  states  to 
prevent  the  enjoyment  of  such  institutions  deliberately  established  is 
wrongful,  and  in  its  effects  antagonistical  to  the  free  and  popular  form 
of  government  existing  in  the  United  States.'  (Diplom.  Hist,  of  the  War, 
427.)  A  striking  speech  on  this  topic  by  General  Dix  will  be  found  in  Dix's 
Life,  i,  217,  in  which  he  says  that  the  protests  of  Presidents  Monroe  and 
Polk  *are  sustained  by  an  undivided  public  opinion,  even  though  they 
may  not  have  received  a  formal  response  from  Congress.'  This  is  true 
so  far  as  it  concerns  the  abitrary  interference  of  European  sovereigns 
in  American  affairs,  or  the  attempt  of  any  European  power  to  obtain 
the  control  of  the  Isthmus  of  Panama.  But  the  doctrine  should  not  be 
extended  so  as  to  preclude  a  European  power  from  receiving  for  its  own 
purposes  {e.  g.y  for  coaling  steamers)  a  cession  of  territory  in  South 
America. 

^^  For  an  article  on  the  Monroe  doctrine  in  relation  to  the  Isthmian 
Canal,  see  iN'orth  American  Review  for  June,  1880,  and  see  same  Beview^ 
December,  1881 ;  South.  Law  Rev.,  N.  S.,  vi,  729." 

Whart.  Com.  Am.  Law,  $  175. 

President  Woolsey,  when  discussing  this  topic,  thus  speaks  (§  47) : 

"Was  it  intended  by  this  to  preclude  the  South  American  Republics, 
without  their  will,  from  receiving  such  (European)  colonies  within  their 
borders — of  surrendering  their  territory  for  that  purpose  t  Such  a 
thing,  probably,  was  not  thought  of.  Mr.  Adams,  when  President,  in 
1825,  thus  refers  to  Mr.  Monroe's  principle,  while  speaking  in  a  special 
message  of  a  congress  at  Panama.  ^An  agreement  between  all  the 
parties  represented  at  the  meeting,  that  each  will  guard  by  its  own  means 
against  the  establishment  of  any  future  European  colony  within  its 
borders,  may  be  found  desirable.  This  was  more  than  two  years  since 
announced  by  my  predecessor  to  the  world,  as  a  principle  resulting 
from  the  emancipation  of  both  the  American  continents.'  Mr.  Adams, 
when  Secretary  of  State  under  Mr.  Monroe,  originated  the  *  principle/ 
and  must  have  known  what  he  meant.  But  the  principle,  even  in  this 
time  form,  was  repudiated  by  the  Bouse  of  Representatives,  in  a  reso- 
lution declaring  that  the  United  States  ^  ought  not  to  become  parties^ 
with  any  of  the  South  American  Republics  '  to  any  joint  declaration  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  the  interierence  of  any  of  the  European 
powers  with  their  independence  or  form  of  government;  or  to  any  com- 
pact for  the  purpose  of  iireventing  colonization  upon  the  continent  of 
America.' 

"  On  the  whole,  then  (1),  the  doctrine  is  not  a  national  one.  The 
House  of  Representatives,  indeed,  had  no  right  to  settle  questions  of 
l>olicy  or  of  international  law.  But  the  Cabinet  has  as  little.  The 
opinion  of  one  part  of  the  Government  neutralized  that  of  another. 
(2)  The  principle  first  mentioned  of  resisting  attempts  to  overthrow 
the  liberties  of  the  Spanish  Republics,  was  one  of  most  righteous 
self-defense,  and  of  vital  importance.    And  such  it  will  probably  al- 
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ways  be  regarded,  if  a  similar  juncture  should  arise.  But  the  other 
principle  of  prohibiting  European  colonization  was  vague,  and  if  in- 
tended to  x)revent  Kussia  from  stretching  her  borders  on  the  Pacific 
farther  to  the  south,  went  far  beyond  any  limit  of  interference  that  has 
hitherto  been  set  up.  What  right  had  the  United  States  to  control 
Russia  in  gaining  territory  on  the  Pacific,  or  planting  colonies  there, 
when  she  had  neither  territory  nor  colony  to  be  endangered,  within 
thousands  of  miles  f 

'*  The  Monroe  doctrine  came  up  again  in  another  shape  in  1848.  Presi- 
deut  Polk  having  announced  that  the  Government  of  Yucatan  had 
offered  the  dominion  over  that  country  to  Great  Britain,  Spain,  and  the 
United  States,  urges  on  Congress  such  measures  as  may  prevent  it 
from  becoming  a  colony  and  a  part  of  the  dominions  of  any  European 
power,  which  would  be,  he  says,  in  contravention  of  the  declaration  of 
Mr.  Monroe,  and  which  must  by  no  means  be  allowed.  Mr.  Calhoun, 
in  his  speech  on  this  subject,  shows  that  the  case  is  very  different  from 
that  contemplated  by  Mr.  Monroe,  that  the  declarations  of  the  latter 
could  not  be  regarded  as  expressing  the  settled  policy  of  this  country,' 
and  that  they  were  mere  declarations  without  threat  of  resistance. 
The  'colonization'  contemplated  by  the  Monroe  doctrine  could  not 
*PPly  to  Yucatan,  and  the  possibility  of  England  (which  was  especially 
intended)  acquiring  power  there  was  remote.  The  principle,  he  adds, 
^  which  lies  at  the  bottom  of  the  (PresidiBufs)  recommendation  is,  that 
when  any  power  on  this  continent  becomes  involved  in  internal  war- 
fare, and  the  weaker  side  chooses  to  make  application  to  us  for  support, 
we  are  bound  to  give  them  support,  for  fear  the  offbr  of  the  sovereignty 
of  the  country  may  be  made  to  some  other  power  and  accepted.  It  goes 
infinitely  and  dangerously  beyond  Mr.  Monroe's  declaration.  It  puts  it 
in  the  power  of  other  countries  on  this  continent  to  make  us  a  party  to 
all  their  wars.' 

"  To  lay  down  the  principle  that  the  acquisition  of  territory  on  this 
continent,  by  any  European  power,  cannot  be  allowed  by  the  Unitted 
States,  would  go  far  beyond  any  measures  dictated  by  the  system  of 
the  balance  of  i)ower,  for  the  rule  of  self-preservation  is  not  applicable 
in  our  case ;  we  fear  no  neighbors.  To  lay  down  the  principle  that  no 
political  systems  unlike  our  own,  no  change  from  republican  foi:ms  to 
those  of  monarchy,  can  be  endured  in  the  Americas,  would  be  a  step  in 
advance  of  the  Congresses  at  Lay  bach  and  Verona,  for  they  apprehended 
destruction  to  their  political  fabrics,  and  we  do  not.  But  to  resist 
attempts  of  European  powers  to  alter  the  constitutions  of  states  on 
this  side  of  the  water,  is  a  wise  and  just  opposition  to  interference. 
Anything  beyond  this  justifies  the  system  which  absolute  Governments 
have  initiated  for  the  suppression  of  revolutions  by  main  force." 

After  Mr.  Monroe's  declaration  in  his  message  above  referred  to,  the 
"proposed  intervention  in  South  America  by  the  allied  sovereigns  hav- 
ing been  thus  opposed  by  the  United  States  as  well  as  by  Great  Britain, 
was  not  further  pressed ;  and,  under  such  circumstances,  a  resolution 
•  offiered  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  protesting  against  such  inter- 
ventioQ)  was  withdrawn.  Mr.  Monroe,  in  his  message,  declared,  in  ad- 
dition, ^  that  the  American  continents,  by  the  free  and  independent  con- 
ditions which  they  have  assumed  and  maintained,  are  henceforth  not  to 
be  considered  as  subjects  for  future  colonization  by  any  European  power.' 
Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams  was  then  Secretary  of  State,  and  was  responsible  for 
this  portion  of  the  message.  In  1825,  when  President,  he  addressed  a 
special  message  to  Congress  in  reference  to  the  Panama  congress,  in 
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which  he  states  that '  an  agreement  between  all  the  parties  represented 
at  the  meeting,  that  each  will  guard  by  its  own  means  against  the  es- 
tablishment of  any  fatare  European  colony  within  its  borders,  may  be 
fonnd  desirable.?  And  he  then  gave  the  following  significant  exposition 
of  Mr.  Monroe's  declaration:  'This  was  more  than  two  years  since  an- 
nonnced  by  my  predecessor  to  the  world  as  a  principle  resalting  from 
the  emancipation  of  both  the  American  continents.'  The  Hoase  of 
Representatives  was  at  the  time,  however,  in  stroDg  opposition  to  Mr. 
Adams's  administration,  and  was  peculiarly  indisposed  to  unite  in  ap- 
proving of  so  distinctively  administration  a  measure  as  the  congress  of 
Panama.  With  this  was  mingled  a  growing  distrust  in  the  permanency 
of  theGovernments  of  the  various  South  American  Republics  with  which 
it  was  proposed  to  combine.  But  whatever  may  have  been  the  motives, 
the  House  expressed  an  emphatic  disapproval  of  the  Administration 
project.    The  United  States,  so  it  was  resolved  by  a  party  majority, 

*  ought  not  to  become  parties'  with  the  South  American  Grovemments 

*  to  any  joint  declaration  for  the  purpose  of  preventiug  the  iuterference 
of  any  of  the  European  powers  with  their  independence  or  form  of  gov- 
ernment; or  to  any  compact  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  colonization 
upon  the  continent  of  America.'  In  1848  the  question  was  again  brought 
up  by  Mr.  Polk,  then  President,  who  in  a  message  to  Congress  stated 
that  the  Government  of  Yucatan  had  offered  the  protectorship  of  that 
country  successively  to  Great  Britain,  the  United  States,  and  Spain, 
and  called  on  Congress  to  take  measures  to  prevent  any  part  of  the 
American  continent  from  being  subjected  to  the  control  of  any  European 
power.  The  Yucatan  movement  towards  a  protectorship,  however,  was 
so  ephemeral  that  no  Congressional  action  towards  its  prevention  was 
necessafy,  and  it  became  also  plain  that  Congress  as  a  body  was  not 
disposed  to  pass  any  measure  tending  to  affirm  the  positionltaken  by 
Mr.  Polk." 

See  Whart.  Com.  Am.  Law,  $  175.    The  Yo6atan  qneotion  has  been  already  dm- 

cussed  in  this  section. 
President  Adams's  message,  of  1B25,  with  regard  to  the  congress  at  Panama,  and 

the  papers  connected  therewith,  will  be  found  in  the  British  and  Foreign 

State  Papers  for  1825-'6,  vol.  13 ;  same  work,  vol.  15,  }  32. 
As  to  Ostend  Conference,  see  Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sonl€,  Aug.  16, 

1854;  Nov.  13,  1^54,  MSS.  Inst.,  Spain  ;  and  see  2  Curtis'  Bachanan,  136. 
As  to  Mr.  Polk's  roassertion  of  the  Monroe  doctrine,  with  special  reference  to 

North  America,  see  1  Curtis'  Buchanan,  619  jf* 
For  a  discussion  of  the  Monroe  doctrine,  see  1  Phillimore  Int.  Law  (3  ed.),  590; 

and  also  review  by  Mr.  Trescot,  9  South.  Quar.  Rev.,  N.  S.,  Ap.,  1854,  429. 

See  also  disquisitiou  by  Mr.  Urquhart,  13  Free  Press,  lib.  Dep.  of  St-ate. 
Mr.  W.  B.  Lawrence,  in  his  Com.  sur  Droit  Int.  1, 312,  argues  that  Mr.  Mon. 

roe's  doctrine  as  to  foreign  interposition  in  America  is  substantially  the  same 

as  that  advanced  by  the  French  Government  against  the  Prussian  movement 

in  1830  to  interfere  in  the  affairs  of  Belgium.    (See  same  volume,  301  f,,  for 

fUU  discussion  of  Monroe  doctrine.) 

The  objections  to  joint  action  with  other  powers  as  to  affairs  on  this 
continent  are  stated  by  Mr.  Everett  in  notes  to  Gonnt  de  Sartiges  and 
Lord  John  Kussell,  given  infra,  §  72.  These  notes  are  to  be  particularly 
studied,  as  they  give  views  adopted  by  Mr.  Everett  after  consultation 
with  Mr.  Webster,  and  subsequently  accepted  by  Mr.  Marcy  and  Mr. 
(^ass,  succeeding  Secretaries  of  State,  as  well  as  by  Mr.  Calhoun  in  the 
Senat(\ 

2d8 


CHAP,  ni.]  MEXICO.  [§  58. 

» 

rv.  special  application. 

(1)  Mexico. 

§58. 

Themesaage  of  President  Jackson  on  Feb.  7, 1837,  on  Mexican  Relations,  and  the 
accompanying  papers,  will  be  foand  in  Senate  Doc.  No.  160, 24th  Cong.,  2d 
sess.  Mr.  Buchanan's  report  of  Feb.  19, 1837,  on  the  same,  is  in  Senate  Doc. 
189,  same  sess.  (See  also  documents  connected  with  Piresident  Jackson's  mes- 
sage of  Dec.  6,  1836,  Honse  £x.  Doc.  No.  2 ;  24th  Cong.,  2d  sess.  ;  mess,  of 
Jan.  26,  1837,  Honse  Ex.  Doc.  No.  105,  same  sess. ;  message  of  Feb.  8,  1837, 
House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  139,  same  sess. ;  Mr.  Howard's  report  on  same,  Feb.  24, 
1837,  House  Rep.,  No.  281,  same  sess. ;  report  of  Secretary  of  State,  Dec.  2, 
1837,  attached  to  Prest.  Van  Buren's  message  at  commencement  of  25th 
Cong.,  2d  sess.,  Dec.  5, 1837,  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  3.) 

For  a  history  of  our  early  diplomatic  relations  with  Mexico,  see  Mr.  Van  Bnren, 
Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Butler,  Oct.  16,  1829;  MSS.  Inst.,  Am.  St. 

President  Van  Buren's  message  of  April  27, 1838,  giving  correspondence  between 
the  United  States  and  Mexico,  is  contained  in  House  Ex.  Doo.No.  351, 
25th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 

Papers  connected  with  the  organization  of  Texas  will  be  found  in  the  British 
and  Foreign  State  Papers  for  1835-'6,  vol.  24,  1267,  and  in  same  work  for 
184^*3,  vol.  31, 801. 

The  correspondence  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  respecting  Texas, 
will  be  found  in  the  British  and  Foreign  State  Papers,  1836-7,  vol.  25,  1075, 
1132.  In  the  same  volume,  1392,  will  be  found  correspondence  with  Texas 
as  to  annexation. 

The  correspondence,  i^  1824-1836,  relative  to  boundaries,  and  to  cession  of 
part  of  Texas,  will  be  found  in  British  and  Foreign  State  Papers  for 
1837'-'8,  vol.  26,  828,  1379.  Among  these  documents  are  instructions  by 
Mr.  Clay  (Sec.)  to  Mr.  Poinsett  (Mexico),  March  15,  1827,  offering  to  pur- 
chase Texas;  Mr.  Van.  Buren  (Sec.)  to  Mr.  Poinsett,  Aug.  25,  1829, to  the 
same  effect,  together  with  a  series  of  documents  respecting  the  settlement 
of  boundary  between  Mexico  and  the  Unite<l  States.  The  correspondence  in 
1836  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico  in  respect  to  claims  by  the 
former  on  the  latter  is  also  given  in  detail,  1379-1427. 

The  correspondence  in  1836  between  the  Department  of  State  and  the  Mexican 
mission  will  be  found  attached  to  the  President's  message  of  December  6, 
1836,  at  the  commencement  of  the  2d  session  24th  Congress. 

For  suggestions  to  Mexico  to  acquiesce  in  independence  of  Texas,  see  Mr.  Web- 
ster, Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Thompson,  June  22,  1842;  MSS.  Inst.,  Hex. 
For  elaborate  vindication  of  United  States  neutrality  between  Texas  and 
Mexico,  see  same  to  same,  July  8,  1842,  July  13,  1842. 

As  to  history  and  policy  of  annexation  of  Texas,  see  infra,  J  69, 70, 72. 

No  matter  how  strongly  the  sympathies  of  the  United  States  may  be 
with  the  liberal  constitutional  party  in  Mexico,  ^^  our  Government  cannot 
properly  intervene  in  its  behalf  without  violating  a  cardinal  feature  of 
our  foreign  policy." 

Mr.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  McLane,  March  7,  18o9 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. 

"  White  we  do  not  deny  the  right  of  any  other  power  to  carry  on  hos- 
tile operations  against  Mexico,  for  the  redress  of  its  grievances,  we 
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firmly  object  to  its  holding  possession  of  any  part  of  that  country,  or 
endeavoring  by  force  to  control  its  political  destiny. 

*^  This  opposition  to  foreign  interference  is  known  to  France,  Eng- 
land, and  Spain,  as  well  as  the  determination  of  the  United  States  to 
resist  any  such  attempt  by  all  the  means  in  their  power.  Any  design 
to  act  in  opposition  to  this  policy  has  been  heretofore  disavowed  by  each 
of  those  i>owers,  and  recently  by  the  minister  of  Spain,  in  the  name  of 
his  Government  in  the  most  explicit  manner.    »    •    « 

^'  I  have  Already  referred  to  the  extent  of  the  principle  of  foreign  in- 
tert^rence  which  we  maintain  with  regard  to  Mexico.  It  is  proper  to 
add  that  while  that  principle  denies  the  right  of  any  power  to  hold  per- 
manent possession  of  any  part  of  that  country,  or  to  endeavor  by  force 
to  direct  or  control  its  political  destiny,  it  does  not  call  in  question  its 
right  to  carry  on  hostile  operations  against  that  Republic  for  the  redress 
of  any  real  grievances  it  may  have  suffered.  But  we  insist  that  such 
hostilities  be  fairly  prosecuted  for  that  purpose  and  be  not  converted 
into  the  means  of  acquisition  or  of  political  contract." 

Mr.  Cass,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  McLane,  Sept.  20,  1860;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. 

^<  Our  relations  with  Mexico  remain  in  a  most  unsatisfactory  condi- 
tion. In  my  last  two  annual  messages  I  discussed  extensively  the  sub- 
ject of  these  relations,  and  do  not  now  propose  to  repeat  at  length  the 
facts  and  arguments  then  presented.  They  proved  conclusively  that 
our  citizens  residing  in  Mexico,  and  our  merchants  trading  thereto,  had 
suffered  a  series  of  wrongs  and  outrages  such  as  we  have  never  pa- 
tiently borne  fh>m  any  other  nation.  For  these  our  successive  minis- 
ters, invoking  the  faith  of  treaties,  had,  in  the  name  of  their  country, 
persistently  demanded  redress  and  indemnification,  but  without  the 
slightest  effect.  Indeed,  so  confident  had  the  Mexican  authorities  be- 
come of  our  patient  endurance,  that  they  universally  believed  they 
might  commit  these  outrages  upon  American  citizens  with  absolute 
impunity.  Thus  wrote  our  minister  in  1856,  and  expressed  the  opinion, 
that  ^  nothing  but  a  manifestation  of  the  power  of  the  Government  and 
of  its  purpose  to  punish  these  wrongs  will  avail." 

^*  Afterwards,  in  1857,  came  the  adoption  of  a  new  constitution  for 
Mexico,  the  election  of  a  President  and  Congress  under  its  provisions, 
and  the  inauguration  of  the  President.  Within  one  short  month, 
however,  this  President  was  expelled  from  the  capital  by  a  rebellion 
in  the  army ;  and  the  supreme  power  of  the  Republic  was  assigned  to 
General  Zuloaga.  This  usurper  was,  in  his  turn,  soon  compelled  to  re- 
tire, and  give  place  to  General  Miramon. 

^^  Under  the  constitution  which  had  thus  been  adopted,  Seiior  Juarez, 
as  chief  justice  of  the  supreme  court,  became  the  lawful  President  of 
the  Bepublic;  and  it  was  for  the  maintenance  of  the  constitution  and 
his  authority  derived  from  it,  that  the  civil  war  commenced,  and  still 
continues  to  be  prosecuted. 
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*^  Throughoat  the  year  1858,  the  constitatioual  party  grew  stronger 
and  stronger.  In  the  previoas  history  of  Mexico,  a  soccessful  military 
revolution  at  the  capital  had  almost  universally  been  the  signal  for 
submission  throughout  the  Republic.  !N'ot  so  on  the  present  occasion. 
A  majority  of  the  citizens  persistently  sustained  the  constitutional 
Government.  When  this  was  recognized  in  April,  1859,  by  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States,  its  authority  extended  over  a  large 
majority  of  the  Mexican  States  and  people,  including  Vera  Cruz,  and 
all  the  other  important  seaports  of  the  Bepublic.  From  that  period 
our  commerce  with  Mexico  began  to  revive,  and  the  constitutional 
Government  has  alibrded  it  all  the  protection  in  its  power. 

^<  Meanwhile,  the  Government  of  Miramon  still  held  sway  at  the 
capital  and  over  the  surrounding  country,  and  continued  its  outrages 
against  the  few  American  citizens  who  still  had  the  courage  to  remain 
withippits  power.  To  cap  the  climax,  after  the  battle  of  Tacubaya,  in 
April,  1859,  General  Marquez  ordered  three  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  two  of  them  physicians,  to  be  seized  in  the  hospital  at  that 
place,  taken  out  and  shot,  without  crime,  and  without  trial.  This  was 
done,  notwithstanding  our  unfortunate  countrymen  were  at  the  moment 
engaged  in  the  holy  cause  of  affording  relief  to  the  soldiers  of  both  par- 
ties who  had  been  wounded  in  the  battle,  without  making  any  distinc- 
tion between  them. 

^<  The  time  had  arrived,  in  my  opinion,  when  this  Government  was 
bound  to  exert  its  power  to  avenge  and  redress  the  wrongs  of  our 
citizens,  and  to  afford  them  protection  in  Mexico.  The  interposing 
obstacle  was  that  the  portion  of  the  country  under  the  sway  of  Mira- 
mon could  not  be  reached  without  passing  over  territory  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  constitutional  Government.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, I  deemed  it  my  duty  to  recommend  to  Congress,  in  my  last 
annual  message,  the  employment  of  a  sufficient  military  force  to  pen- 
etrate into  the  interior,  where  the  Government  of  Miramon  was  to  be 
found,  with,  or,  if  need  be,  without  the  consent  of  the  Juarez  Govern- 
ment, though  it  was  not  doubted  that  this  consent  could  be  obtained. 
Never  have  I  had  a  clearer  conviction  on  any  subject  than  of  the  jus- 
tice, as  well  as  wisdom,  of  such  a  policy.  No  other  alternative  was 
left,  except  the  entire  abandonment  of  our  fellow-pitizens  who  had  gone 
to  Mexico  under  the  faith  of  treaties  to  the  systematic  injustice,  cruelty, 
and  oppression  of  Miramon^s  Government.  Besides,  it  is  almost  cer- 
tain that  the  simple  authority  to  employ  this  force  would  of  itself  have 
accomplished  all  our  objects  without  striking  a  single  blow.  The  con- 
stitutional Government  would,  then,  ere  this  have  b^en  established  at 
the  city  of  Mexico,  and  would  have  been  ready  and  willing,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  its  ability,  to  do  us  justice. 

<'  In  addition,  and  I  deem  this  a  most  important  consideration,  Euro- 
pean Governmentji  would  have  been  deprived  of  all  pretext  to  interfere 
in  the  territorial  and  domestic  concerns  of  Mexico.    We  should  thus 
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have  been  relieved  from  tbe  obligation  of  resisting,  even  bj'  for*!e, 
should  this  becorae  necessary,  any  attempt  by  these  Governments  to 
deprive  our  neighboring  Republic  of  i)ortious  of  her  territory,  a  duty 
from  which  we  could  not  shrink  without  abandoning  the  traditional 
and  established  policy  of  the  American  people-  I  am  happy  to  observe 
that,  firmly  relying  upon  the  justice  and  good  faith  of  these  Govern- 
ments, there  is  no  present  danger  that  such  a  contingency  will  happen. 
^^  Having  discovered  that  my  recommendations  would  not  be  sustained 
by  Congress,  the  next  alternative  wa«  to  accomplish,  in  some  degree, 
if  possible,  the  same  objects  by  treaty  stipulations  with  the  constitu- 
tional Government.  Such  treaties  were  accordingly  concluded  by  our 
late  able  and  excellent  minister  to  Mexico,  and  on  the  4th'  of  January 
last  were  submitted  to  the  Senate  for  ratification.  As  these  have  not 
yet  received  the  final  action  of  that  body,  it  would  be  improper  for  me 
to  present  a  detailed  statement  of  their  provisions.  Still,  I  may  be 
permitted  to  express  the  opinion  in  advance,  that  they  are  calculated 
to  promote  the  agricultural,  manufacturing,  and  commercial  interests 
of  the  country,  and  to  secure  our  just  influence  with  an  adjoining  He- 
public  as  to  whose,  fortunes  and  fate  we  can  never  feel  indifferent ; 
whilst  at  the  same  time  they  provide  for  the  payment  of  a  considerable 
amount  towards  the  satisfaction  of  the  claims  of  our  injured  fellow-citi- 
zens.'' 

President  BuchanaD^s  Last  Annual  Message,  1860. 

^*That  Republic  (Mexico)  ha«  been  in  a  state  of  constant  revolution 
ever  since  it  achieved  its  independence  from  Spain.  The  various  con- 
stitutions adopted  from  time  to  time  had  been  set  at  naught  almost  as 
soon  as  proclaimed ;  and  one  military  leader  after  another,  in  rapid 
succession,  hail  usuri>ed  the  Government.  This  fine  country,  blessed 
with  a  benign  climate,  a  fertile  soil,  and  vast  mineral  resources,  was  re- 
duced by  civil  war  and  brigandage  to  a  condition  of  almost  hopeless 
anarchy.  Meanwhile,  our  treaties  with  the  Republic  weie  incessantly 
violated. 

**Our  citizens  were  imprisoned,  expelled  from  the  country,  and  in  some 
instances  murdered.  Their  vessels,  merchandise,  and  other  property 
were  seized  and  confiscated.  While  the  central  Government  at  the 
capital  was  acting  in  this  manner,  such  was  the  general  lawlessness 
prevailing  that  different  parties  claiming  and  exercising  local  authority 
in  several  districts  were  committing  similar  outrages  on  our  citizens. 
Our  treaties  had  become  a  dead  lett-er,  and  our  commerce  with  thft  Re- 
public was  almost  entirely  destroyed.  The  claims  of  American  citizens 
filed  in  the  State  Department,  for  which  they  asked  the  interi>ositiou 
of  their  own  Government  with  that  of  Mexico  to  obtain  redress  and  in- 
demnity, exceeded  $10,000,000.  Although  this  amount  may  have  been 
exaggerated  by^the  claimants,  still  their  actual  losses  must  have  been 
very  large. 

"In  all  these  cases,  as  they  occurred,  our  successive  ministers  de- 
manded redress,  but  their  demands  were  only  followed  by  new  injuries. 
Their  testimony  was  uniform  and  emphatic  in  reference  to  the  only 
remedy  which  in  their  judgment  would  prove  effectual.  *  Nothing  but 
a  manifestation  of  the  power  of  the  Government  of  tbe  United  States/ 
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wrote  Mr.  John  Forsyth,  oar  minister  in  1856,  ^and  of  its  purpose  to  pun- 
ish these  wrongs  will  avail.    I  assure  you  that  the  universal  belief  here 
is  that  there  is  nothing  to  be  apprehended  from  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  and  that  local  Mexican  officials  can  commit  these  out 
rages  upon  American  citizens  with  absolute  impunity.' 

*^In  the  year  1857  a  favorable  change  occurred  in  the  affairs  of  the 
Bepublic,  inspiring  better  hopes  for  the  future.  A  constituent  Con- 
gress, elected  by  the  people  of  the  different  States  for  this  purpose,  had 
framed  and  adopted  a  republican  constitution.  It  adjourned  on  the 
17th  of  February,  1857,  having  provided  for  a  popular  election  to  be  held 
in  July  for  a  President  and  members  of  Congress.  At  this  election 
General  Comonfort  was  chosen  President,  almost  without  opposition. 
His  term  of  office  was  to  commence  on  the  1st  of  December,  1857,  and  to 
continue  for  four  years.  In  case  his  ofiBce  should  become  vacant,  the 
constitution  had  provided  that  the  chief  justice  of  Mexico,  then  General 
Juarez,  should  become  President  until  the  end  of  the  term.  On  the  1st 
of  December,  1857,  General  Comonfort  appeared  before  the  Congress 
then  in  session,  took  the  oath  to  support  the  constitution,  and  was  duly 
inaugurated. 

^'  But  the  hopes  thus  inspired  for  the  establishment  of  a  regular  con- 
stitutional Government  soon  proved  delusive.  President  Comonfort, 
within  one  brief  month,  was  driven  from  the  capital  and  the  Bepublic 
by  a  military  rebellion  headed  by  General  Zuloaga ;  and  General  Juarez 
consequently  became  the  constitutional  President  of  Mexico  until  the 
Ist  day  of  December,  1861.  General  Zuloaga  instantly  assumed  the 
name  of  President,  with  indefinite  powers ;  and  the  entire  diplomatic 
corps,  including  the  minister  from  the  United  States,  made  haste  to 
recognize  the  authority  of  the  usurper  without  awaiting  instructions 
from  their  respective  Governments.  But  Zuloaga  was  speedily  expelled 
from  power.  Having  encountered  the  resistance  of  the  people  in  many 
parts  of  the  Eepublic,  and  a  large  portion  of  the  capital  having  '  pro- 
nounced' against  him,  he  was  in  turn  compelled  to  relinquish  the  Pres- 
idency. The  field  was  now  cleared  for  the  elevation  of  General  Mira- 
mon.  He  had  from  the  beginning  been  the  favorite  of  the  so-called 
*  church  party,'  and  was  ready  to  become  their  willing  instrument  in 
maintaining  the  vast  estates  and  prerogatives  of  the  church,  and  in 
suppressing  the  liberal  constitution.  An  assembly  of  his  partisans, 
called  together  without  even  the  semblance  of  authority,  elected  him 
President,  but  he  warily  refused  to  accept  the  office  at  their  hands.  He 
then  resorted  to  another  but  scarcely  more  plausible  expedient  to  place 
himself  in  power.  This  was  to  identify  himself  with  General  Zuloaga, 
who  had  just  been  deposed,  and  to  bring  him  again  upon  the  stage  as 
President.  Zuloaga  accordingly  reappeared  in  this  character,  but  his 
only  act  was  to  appoint  Miramon  'President  substitute'  when  be  again 
retired.  It  is  under  this  title  that  Miramon  has  since  exercised  military 
authority  in  the  city  of  Mexico,  expecting  bj'  this  stratagem  to  apj>ro- 
priate  to  himself  the  recognition  of  the  foreign  ministers  which  has 
been  granted  to  Zuloaga.  He  succeeded.  The  ministers  continued 
their  relations  with  him  as  'President  substitute'  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  Zuloaga  had  still  remained  in  power.  It  was  by  this  farce,  for  it 
deserves  no  better  name,  that  Miramon  succeeded  in  grasping  the  Pres- 
idency. The  idea  that  the  chief  of  a  nation  at  his  own  discretion  ma^^ 
transfer  to  whomsoever  he  please  the  trust  of  governing,  delegated  to 
him  for  the  benefit  of  the  people.  Is  too  absurd  to  receive  a  moment's 
countenance.    But  when  we  reflect  that  Zuloaga,  from  whom  Miramon 
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derived  his  title,  was  himself  a  military  usurper,  having  expelled  the 
constitutioual  President  (Comonfort)  from  office,  it  would  have  been  a 
lastinff  disgrace  to  the  Mexican  people  had  they  tamely  submitted  to 
the  yoke.  To  such  an  imputation  a  large  majority  proved  themselves 
not  to  be  justly  exposed.  Although,  on  former  occasions  a  seizure  of 
the  capital  and  the  usurpation  of  power  by  a  military  chieftain  had 
been  generally  followed,  at  least  for  a  brief  season,  by  an  acquiescence 
of  the  Mexican  people,  yet  they  now  rose  boldly  and  independently  to 
defend  their  rights. 

"  President  Juarez,  after  having  been  driven  from  the  city  of  Mexico 
by  Zuloaga,  proceeded  to  form  a  constitutional  Government  at  Guaqa- 
juato.  From  thence  he  proceeded  to  Vera  Cruz,  where  he  put  bis  ad- 
ministration in  successful  operation.  The  people  in  many  portions  of 
the  Republic  rallied  to  his  support  and  flew  to  arms.  A  civil  war  thus 
began  between  the  friends  of  the  constitution  and  the  partisans  of  Mira- 
tnou.  In  this  conflict  it  was  not  possible  for  the  American  people  to 
remain  indifferent  spectators.  They  naturally  favored  the  cause  of  Presi- 
dent Juarez,  and  expressed  ardent  wishes  for  his  success.  Meanwhile, 
Mr.  Forsyth,  the  American  minister,  still  continued  at  the  city  of  Mex- 
ico in  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties  until  June,  1858,  when  he  sus- 
]>ended  his  diplomatic  relations  with  the  Miramon  government,  until 
he  should  ascertain  the  decision  of  the  President.  Its  outrages  towards 
American  citizens  and  its  personal  indignities  towards  himself,  without 
hope  of  amendment  or  redress,  rendered  his  condition  no  longer  toler- 
able. Our  relations,  bad  as  they  had  been  under  former  Governments, 
had  now  become  still  worse  under  that  of  Miramon.  President  Bu- 
chanan approved  the  step  which  Mr.  Forsyth  had  taken.  He  was  conse- 
quently directed  to  demand  his  passports,  to  deposit  the  archives  of  the 
legation  with  Mr.  Black,  our  consul  at  the  city  of  Mexico,  and  to  pro- 
ceed to  Vera  Cruz,  where  an  armed  steamer  would  be  in  readiness  to 
convey  himself  and  family  to  the  CTnited  States. 

**  Thus  was  all  diplomatic  intercourse  finally  terminated  with  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Miramon,  whilst  none  had  been  organized  with  that  of 
Juarez.  The  President  entertained  some  hope  that  this  rupture  of  dip- 
lomatic relations  might  cause  Miramon  to  reflect  seriously  on  the  danger 
of  war  with  the  United  States,  and  might  at  least  arrest  further  out- 
rages on  our  citizens.  Instead  of  this,  however,  he  persisted  in  his 
course  of  violence  against  the  few  American  citizens  who  had  the  cour- 
age to  remain  under  his  power.  Tiie  President,  in  his  message  of  De- 
cember, 1859,  informs  Congress  that '  murders  of  a  still  more  atrocious 
character  have  been  committed  in  the  very  heart  of  Mexico,  under  the 
authority  of  Miramou's  government,  during  the  present  year.  Some  of 
these  were  worthy  only  of  a  barbarous  age,  and  if  they  had  not  been 
clearly  proven,  would  have  seemed  impossible  in  a  country  which  claims 
to  be  civilized.'  And  in  tlint  of  December,  1860,  he  says  :  '  To. cap  the 
climax,  after  the  battle  of  Tacubaya,  in  April,  1859,  General  Marquez 
ordered  three  citizens  of  the  United  States,  two  of  them  physicians,  to 
be  seised  in  the  hospital  at  that  place,  taken  out  and  shot,  without  crime 
and  without  trial.  This  was  done,  notwithstanding  our  unfortunate 
countrymen  were  at  the  moment  engaged  in  the  holy  cause  of  affording 
relief  to  the  soldiers  of  both  parties  wiio  had  been  wounded  in  the  bat- 
tle, without  making  any  <listinctiou  between  them. 

'•  <  Little  less  shocking  was  the  recent  fate  of  Ormond  Chase,  who  was 
shot  in  Tepic,  on  the  7th  of  August,  by  order  of  the  same  Mexican  gen- 
eral, not  only  without  a  trial,  but  without  any  conjecture  by  his  friends 
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of  the  cause  of  his  arrest.'  He  was  represented  to  have  been  a  young 
man  of  good  character  and  intelligeuce,  who  had  made  numerous  fiiends 
ID  Tepic,  and  his  unexpected  execution  shocked  the  whole  community. 
*  Other  outrages,'  the  President  states,  *  might  be  enumerated,  but 
these  are  sufficient  to  illustrate  the  wretched  state  of  the  country  and 
the  unprotected  condition  of  the  persons  and  property  of  our  citizens  in 
Mexico.' 

" '  The  wrongs  which  we  have  suflFered  from  Mexico  are  before  the 
world,  and  must  deeply  impress  every  American  citizen.  A  Govern- 
ment which  is  either  unable  or  unwilling  to  redress  such  wrongs  is  de- 
, relict  to  its  highest  duties.'  Meanwhile  the  civil  war  between  the 
parties  was  conducted  with  various  success,  but  the  scale  preponder- 
ated in  favor  of  the  constitutional  cause.  Ere  long  the  Oovernment  of 
Juarez  extended  its  authority,  and  was  acknowledged  in  all  the  im- 
portant ports  and  throughout  the  sea-coasts  and  external  territory  of 
the  Republic,  whilst  the  power  of  Miramon  was  confined  to  the  city  of 
Mexico  and  the  surrounding  States. 

"  The  final  triumph  of  Juarez  became  so  probable  that  President  Bu- 
chanan deemed  it  his  duty  to  inquire  and  ascertain  whether,  according 
to  our  constant  usage  in  such  cases,  he  might  not  recognize  the  consti- 
tutional Government.  For  the  purpose  of  obtaining  reliable  informa- 
tion on  this  point,  he  sent  a  confidential  agent  to  Mexico  to  examine 
and  report  the  actual  condition  and  prospects  of  the  belligerents.  In 
consequence  of  his  report,  as  well  as  of  intelligence  from  other  sources,  he 
felt  justified  in  appointing  a  new  minister  to  the  Mexican  Bepublic. 
For  this  office  Mr.  Eobert  M.  McLane,  a  distinguished  citizen  of  Maryland, 
was  selected.  He  proceeded  on  his  mission  on  the  8th  of  March,  1859, 
invested  '  with  discretionary  authQrity  to  recognize  the  Government  of 
President  Juarez,  if  on  his  arrival  in  Mexico  he  should  find  it  entitled  to 
such  recognition  according  to  the  established  practice  of  the  United 
States.'  In  consequence,  on  the  7th  of  April,  Mr.  McLane  recognized 
the  constitutional  Government  by  presenting  his  credentials  to  Presi- 
dent Juarez,  having  no  hesitation,  as  he  said,  Mn  pronouncing  the 
Government  of  Juarez  to  be  the  only  existing  Government  of  the  Ke- 
public'  He  was  cordially  received  by  the  authorities  at  Vera  Cruz, 
who  have  ever  since  manifested  the  most  friendly  disposition  toward 
the  United  States. 

''  Unhappily,  however,  the  constitutional  government,  though  sup- 
ported by  a  large  majority,  both  of  the  people  and  of  the  several  Mexi- 
can states,  had  not  been  able  to  expel  Miramon  from  the  capital.  In 
the  opinion  of  the  President  it  had  now  become  the  imperative  duty  of 
Congress  to  act  without  further  delay,  and  to  enforce  redress  from  the 
Government  of  Miramon  for  the  wrongs  it  had  committed,  in  violation 
of  the  faith  of  treaties,  against  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

*^  Toward  no  other  Government  would  we  have  manifested  so  long 
and  so  patient  a  forbearance.  This  arose  from  our  warm  sympathies 
for  a  neighboring  Republic.  The  territory  under  the  sway  of  Miramon 
around  the  capital  was  not  accessible  to  our  forces  without  passing 
through  the  states  under  the  jurisdicrion  of  the  constitutional  govern- 
ment. But  this,  from  the  beginning,  had  always  manifested  the  warm- 
est desire  to  cultivate  the  most  friendly  relations  with  our  country. 
No  doubt  was  therefore  entertained  that  it  would  cheerfully  grant  us 
the  right  of  passage.  Moreover,  it  well  knew  that  the  expulsion  of 
Miramon  would  result  in  the  triumph  of  the  constitutional  government 
and  its  establishment  over  the  whole  territory  of  Mexico.    What  was,. 
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also,  deemed  of  great  importance  by  the  President,  this  would  remove 
from  as  the  danger  of  a  foreign  war  in  support  of  the  Monroe  doctrine 
againstany  European  nation  which  might  be  tempted,  by  the  distracted 
condition  of  the  Republic,  to  interfere  forcibly  in  its  internal  affairs 
under  the  pretext  of  restoring  peace  and  order." 

Mr.  Bnchaoan's  *' Defense,"  quoted  2  Curtis'  Bach.,  215. 

^^  The  actual  condition  of  affairs  in  Mexico  is  so  imperfectly  under- 
stood here  that  the  President  finds  it  very  difficult  to  give  you  particu- 
lar and  practical  directions  for  the  regulation  of  your  conduct  during 
your  mission. 

^^  Our  latest  information  was,  in  substance,  that  the  provisional  gov- 
ernment of  President  Juarez,  so  long  confined  to  the  sea-coasts  of  the 
country,  had  finally  overthrown  its  adversaries  and  established  itself 
at  the  capital ;  that  the  opposing  armies  had  been  demoralized  and 
dispersed,  and  that  there  was  no  longer  any  armed  resistance  in  the 
states;  that  an  election  for  president  had  been  held,  in  conformity  with 
the  constitution  of  1857,  and  that  the  now  provisional  president  had 
probably  secured  a  majority  of  the  votes,  although  the  result  was  as  yet 
not  certainly  known.  The  pleasure  which  these  events  have  inspired 
is  unhappily  diminished  by  rumors  that  the  Government  is  without  suf- 
ficient authority  or  hold  on  the  public  confidence  to  maintain  order; 
that  robberies  are  of  frequent  occurrence  on  the  high  roads,  and  even 
that  a  member  of  our  late  legation  in  the  country  has  been  murdered 
on  his  way  from  the  City  of  Mexico' to  Vera  Cruz. 

"You  will  apply  yourself  at  once,  with  energy  and  diligence,  to  in- 
vestigate the  truth  of  this  last- mentioned  occurrence,  which,  if  found  to 
have  been  accurately  reported,  will  not  only  be  regarded  as  a  high 
offense  against  the  dignity  and  honor  of  the  United  States,  but  will 
prove  a  severe  shock  to  the  sensibilities  of  the  American  people. 

"The  President  is  unable  to  conceive  that  any  satisfactory  explana- 
tion of-  a  transaction  so  injurious  to  the  character  of  Mexico  can  be 
made.  He  will,  however,  wait  for  your  report  concerning  it,  though 
with  the  deepest  anxiety,  before  taking  action  upon  the  subject. 

"  I  find  the  archives  here  full  of  complaints  against  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment for  violations  of  contracts  and  spoliations  and  cruelties  prac- 
ticed against  American  citizens.  These  complaints  have  been  lodged 
in  this  Department,  from  time  to  time,  during  the  long  reign  of  civil 
war  in  which  the  factions  of  Mexico  have  kept  that  country  involved, 
with  a  view  to  having  them  made  the  basis  of  demands  for  indemnity 
and  satisfaction  whenever  government  should  regain  in  that  country 
sufficient  solidity  to  assume  a  character  for  responsibility.  It  is  not  the 
President's  intention  to  send  forward  such  claims  at  the  present  mo- 
ment. He  willingly  defers  the  performance  of  a  duty  which  at  any 
time  would  seem  ungracious,  until  the  incoming  administration  in 
Mexico  shall  have  had  time,  if  possible,  to  cement  its  authority  and  re- 
duce.the  yet  disturbed  elements  of  society  to  order  and  harmony.    You 
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will,  however,  be  expected,  in  some  manner  which  will  be  marked  with 
firmness  as  well  as  liberality,  to  keep  the  Government  there  in  mind 
that  sach  of  these  claims  as  shall  be  found  just  will,  in  dne  time,  be 
presented  and  urged  upon  its  consideration. 

"  While  now,  as  heretofore,  it  is  a  duty  of  this  Government  to  reason 
with  that  of  Mexico,  and  deprecate  a  continuance  of  the  chronic  reign 
of  disorder  there,  a  crisis  has  unhappily  arrived  in  which  the  perform- 
ance of  this  duty  is  embarrassed  by  the  occurrence  of  civil  commotions 
in  our  own  country,  by  which  Mexico,  in  consequence  of  her  proximity, 
is  not  unlikely  to  be  affected.  The  spirit  of  discontent  seems,  at  last, 
tO|have  crossed  the  border,  and  to  be  engaged  in  an  attempt  to  over- 
throw the  authority  of  this  Government  in  some  parts  of  the  country 
which  adjoin  the  Mexican  Eepublic.  It  is  much  to  be  feared  that  new 
embarrassments  of  the  relations  of  the  two  countries  will  happen  when 
authority  so  long  prostrated  on  the  Mexican  side  finds  the  power  of  the 
United  States  temporarily  suspended  on  this  side  of  the  frontier. 
Whatever  evils  shall  thus  occur,  it  is  much  to  be  feared,  will  be  aggra- 
vated by  the  intervention  of  the  Indians,  who  have  been  heretofore  with 
difficulty  restrained  from  violence,  even  while  the  Federal  authority 
has  been  adequately  maintained. 

<<  Both  of  the  Governments  must  address  themselves  to  this  new  and 
annoying  condition  of  things,  with  common  dispositions  to  mitigate  its 
evils  and  abridge  its  duration  as  much  as  possible. 

"  The  President  does  not  expect  that  you  will  allude  to  the  origin  or 
causes  of  our  domestic  difficulties  in  your  intercourse  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  Mexico,  although  that  Government  will  rightfully  as  well  as 
reasonably  ask  what  are  his  expectations  of  their  course  and  their  end. 
On  the  contrary,  the  President  will  not  sufier  the  representatives  of  the 
United  States  to  engage  in  any  discussion  of  the  merits  of  those  diffi- 
culties in  the  presence  of  foreign  powers,  much  less  to  invoke  even  their 
censure  against  those  of  our  fellow-citizens  who  have  arrayed  themselves 
in  opposition  to  its  authority. 

^'  But  you  are  instructed  to  assure  the  Government  of  Mexico  that 
these  difficulties,  having  arisen  out  of  no  deep  and  permanent  popular 
discontent,  either  in  regard  to  our  system  of  government  itself  or  to  the 
exercise  of  its  authorit3%  and  being  attended  by  social  evils  which  are 
as  ruinous  as  they  are  unne(!essary,  while  no  organic  change  that  is  con- 
templated could  possibly  bring  to  any  portion  of  the  American  people 
any  advantages  of  security,  peace,  prosperity,  or  happiness  equal  to 
those  which  the  Federal  Union  so  effectually  guaran;tees,  the  President 
confidently  believes  and  expects  that  the  people  of  the  United  States, 
in  the  exercise  of  the  wisdom  that  hitherto  has  never  failed  them,  will 
speedily  and  in  a  constitutional  way  adopt  all  necessary  remedies  for 
the  restoration  of  the  public  peace  and  the  preservation  of  the  Federal 
Union, 
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^'  The  success  of  this  Oovernment  in  conducting  affairs  to  that  consum- 
mation may  depend  to  some  small  degree  on  the  action  of  the  Govern- 
ment and  people  of  Mexico  in  this  new  emergency.  The  President 
could  not  fail  to  see  that  Mexico,  instead  of  being  benefited  by  the  pros- 
tration or  the  obstruction  of  federal  authority  in  this  country,  would  be 
exposed  by  it  to  new  and  fearful  dangers.  On  the  other  hand,  a  condi- 
tion of  anarchy  in  Mexico  must  necessarily  operate  as  a  seduction  to 
those  who  are  conspiring  against  the  integrity  of  the  Union  to  seek 
strength  and  aggrandizement  for  themselves  by  conquests  in  Mexico 
and  other  parts  of  Spanish  America.  Thus,  even  the  dullest  observer 
is  at  last  able  to  see  what  was  long  ago  distinctly  seen  by  those  who  %re 
endowed  with  any  considerable  perspicacity,  that  peace,  order,  and  con- 
stitutional authority  in  each  and  all  of  the  several  Eepublics  of  this 
continent  are  not  exclusively  an  interest  of  any  one  or  more  of  them, 
but  a  common  and  indispensable  interest  of  them  all. 

^'  This  sentiment  will  serve  as  a  key  to  open  to  you,  in  every  case,  the 
purposes,  wishes,  and  expectations  of  the  President  in  regard  to  your 
mission,  which,  I  hardly  need  to  say,  he  considers  at  this  juncture  per- 
haps the  most  interesting  and  important  one  within  the  whole  circle  of 
our  international  relations. 

^*  The  President  of  the  United  States  does  not  know,  and  he  will  not 
consent  to  know  with  prejudice  or  undue  favor  any  political  party,  relig- 
ious class,  or  sectional  interest  in  Mexico.  He  regrets  that  anything 
should  have  occurred  to  disturb  the  peaceful  and  iriendly  relations  of 
Mexico  with  some  of  the  foreign  states  lately  represented  at  her  capital. 
He  hopes  most  sincerely  that  those  relations  may  be  everywhere  renewed 
and  reinvigorated,  and  that  the  independence  and  sovereignty  of  Mex- 
ico and  the  government  which  her  people  seem  at  last  to  have  accepted, 
after  so  many  conflicts,  may  be  now  universally  acknowledged  and  re- 
spected. 

'^Taking  into  view  the  actual  condition  and  circumstances  of  Mexico 
as  well  as  those  of  the  United  States,  the  President  is  fully  satisfied 
that  the  safety,  welfare,  and  happiness  of  the  latter  would  be  more  ef- 
fectually promoted  if  the  former  should  retain  its  complete  integrity 
and  independence,  than  they  could  be  by  any  dismemberment  of  Mex- 
ico, with  a  transfer  or  diminution  of  its  sovereignty,  even  though 
thereby  a  portion  or  the  whole  of  the  country  or  its  sovereignty  should 
be  transferred  to  the  United  States  themselves.  The  President  is,  more- 
over, well  aware,  that  the  ability  of  the  Government  and  people  of  Mex- 
ico to  preserve  and  maintain  the  integrity  and  the  sovereignty  of  the 
Eepublic  might  be  very  much  impaired,  under  existing  circumstances, 
by  hostile  or  unfriendly  action  on  the  part  of  the  Government  or  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States.  If  he  needed  any  other  incentive  to  prac- 
tice justice  and  equality  to  Mexico,  it  would  be  found  in  the  reflection 
that  the  very  contention  and  strife  in  our  own  country  which  at  this 
moment  excite  so  much  domestic  disquietude  and  so  much  surprise 
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througbout  a  large  part  of  the  world,  could  probably  never  have  hap- 
pened if  Mexico  had  always  been  able  to  maintain  with  firmness  real 
and  unqaestioned  sovereignty  and  independence.  Bat  if  Mexico  has 
heretofore  been  more  unfortunate  in  these  respects  than  many  other 
modern  nations,  there  are  still  circumstances  in  her  case  which  justify 
a  hope  that  her  sad  experience  may  be  now  coming  to  an  end.  Mexico 
really  has,  or  ought  to  have,  no  enemies.  The  world  is  deeply  inter- 
ested in  the  development  of  her  agricultural,  and  especially  her  mineral 
and  commercial  resources,  while  it  holds  in  high  respect  the  simple  virt- 
ues and  heroism* of  her  x>^ople,  and,  above  all,  their  inextinguishable 
love  of  civil  liberty. 

'^  The  President,  t)ierefore,  will  use  all  proper  influence  to  favor  the 
restoration  of  order  and  authority  in  Mexico,  and,  so  far  as  it  may  be  in 
his  power,  he  will  prevent  incursion  and  every  other  form  of  aggression 
by  citizens  of  the  United  States  against  Mexico.  But  he  enjoins  you  to 
employ  your  best  efforts  in  convincing  the  Government  of  Mexico  and 
even  the  people,  if,  with  its  approval,  you  can  reach  them,  that  the  surest 
guarantee  of  their  safety  against  such  aggressions  is  to  be  found  in  a  per- 
manent restoration  of  the  authority  of  that  Government.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  shall  appear  in  the  sequel  that  the  Mexican  people  are  now  only 
resting  a  brief  season  to  recover  their  wasted  energies  sufi&cien  tly  to  lacer- 
ate themselves  with  new  domestic  conflicts,  then  it  is  to  be  feared  that 
not  only  the  Government  of  the  United  States  but  many  other  Govern- 
ments will  find  it  impossible  to  prevent  a  resort  to  that  magnificent 
country  of  a  class  of  persons,  unhappily  too  numerous  everywhere,  who 
are  accustomed  to  suppose  that  visionary  schemes  of  public  interest, 
aggrandizement,  or  reform  will  justify  even  lawless  invasion  and  ag- 
gression. 

^*In  connection  with  this  point  it  is  proper  that  you  should  be  in- 
formed that  the  Mexican  Government  has,  through  its  representative 
here,  recently  complained  of  an  apprehended  attempt  at  invasion  of  the 
State  of  Sonora  by  citizens  of  California,  acting,  as  is  alleged,  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  some  of  the  public  authorities  in  that  State. 
You  will  assure  the  Mexican  Government  that  due  care  being  first  taken 
to  verify  the  facts  thus  presented,  effective  means  shall  be  adopted  to 
put  our  neutrality  laws  into  activity. 

^^  The  same  representative  has  also  expressed  to  the  President  an  ap- 
prehension that  the  removal  of  the  Federal  troops  from  the  Texan  bor- 
der may  be  followed  by  outbreaks  and  violence  there.  There  is,  perhaps, 
too  much  ground  for  this  apprehension.  Moreover,  it  is  impossible  to 
foresee  the  course  of  the  attempts  which  are  taking  place  In  that  region 
to  subvert  the  proper  authority  of  this  Government.  The  President, 
however,  meantime  directs  you  to  assure  the  Mexican  Government  that 
due  attention  shall  be  bestowed  on  the  condition  of  the  frontier,  with  a 
view  to  the  preservation  and  safety  of  the  peaceable  inhabitants  resid- 
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iug  there.  He  hopes  and  trusts  that  equal  attention  will  be  given  to 
this  important  sabject  by  the  authorities  of  Mexico. 

'^  These  matters,  grave  and  urgent  as  they  are,  must  not  altogether 
withdraw  our  attention  from  others  to  which  I  have  already  incident- 
ally alluded,  but  which  require  more  explicit  discussion. 

^<  For  a  few  years  past,  the  condition  of  Mexico  has  been  so  unsettled 
as  to  raise  the  question  on  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic  whether  the  time 
has  not  come  when  some  foreign  power  ought,  in  the  general  interest 
of  society,  to  intervene  to  establish  a  protectorate  or  some  other  form 
of  Government  in  that  country  and  guarantee  its  continuance  there. 
Such  schemes  may  even  now  be  held  under  consideration  by  some  Eu- 
ropean nations,  and  there  is  also  some  reason  to  believe  that  designs 
have  been  conceived  in  some  parts  of  the  United  States  to  effect  either 
a  partial  dismemberment  or  a  complete  overthrow  of  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment, with  a  view  to  extend  over  it  the  authority  of  the  newly 
projected  confederacy,  which  a  discontented  part  of  our  people  are  at- 
tempting to  establish  in  the  southern  part  of  our  own  country.  Yon 
may  possibly  meet  agents  of  this  projected  confederacy,  busy  in  pre- 
paring some  further  revolution  in  Mexico.  You  will  not  fail  to  assure 
the  Government  of  Mexico  that  the  President  neither  has^  nor  can  ever 
have,  any  sympathy  with  such  designs,  in  whatever  quarter  they  may 
arise  or  whatever  character  they  may  take  on. 

''In  view  of  the  prevailing  temper  and  political  habits  and  opinions 
of  the  Mexican  people,  the  President  can  scarcely  believe  that  the  dis- 
affected citizens  of  our  own  country,  who  are  now  attempting  a  dismem- 
berment of  the  American  Union,  will  hope  to  induce  Mexico  to  aid  them 
by  recognizing  the  assumed  independence  which  they  have  proclaimed, 
because  it  seems  manifest  to  him  that  such  an  organization  of  a  distinct 
Government  over  that  part  of  the  present  Union  which  adjoins  Mexico 
would,  if  possible,  be  fraught  with  evils  to  that  country  more  intolera- 
ble than  any  which  the  success  of  those  desperate  measures  could  inflict 
even  upon  the  United  States.  At  the  same  time  it  is  manifest  that  the 
existing  political  organization  in  this  country  affords  the  surest  guar- 
anty Mexico  can  have  that  her  integrity,  union,  and  independence  wiU 
be  respected  by  the  whole  people  of  the  American  Union. 

''The  President,  however,  expects  that  you  will  be  watchful  of  such 
designs  as  I  have  thus  described,  however  improbable  they  may  seem, 
and  that  you  will  use  the  most  effective  measures  in  your  power  to 
counteract  any  recognition  of  the  projected  Confederate  States  by  the 
Mexican  Government,  if  it  shall  be  solicited. 

"Your  large  acquaintance  with  the  character  of  the  Mexican  people, 
their  interests,  and  their  policy  will  suggest  many  proper  arguments 
against  such  a  measure,  if  any  are  needful  beyond  the  intimations  I 
have  already  given. 

"In  conclusion,  the  President,  as  you  are  well  aware,  is  of  opinion 
that,  alienated  from  the  United  States  as  the  Spanish -American  Be- 
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publics  have  been  for  some  time  past — largely,  perhaps,  by  reason  of 
errors  and  prejudices  peculiar  to  themselves,  aud  yet  not  altogether 
'without  fault  on  our  own  part — that  those  states  and  the  United  States 
nevertheless,  in  some  respects,  hold  a  common  attitude  and  relation 
towards  all  other  nations^  that  it  is  the  interest  of  them  all  to  be  friends 
as  they  are  neighbors,  and  to  mutually  maintain  and  support  each  other 
80  far  as  may  be  consistent  with  the  individual  sovereignty  which  each 
of  them  rightly  epjoys,  equally  against  all  disintegrating  agencies  within 
and  all  foreign  influences  or  power  without  their  borders. 

^^The  President  never  for  a  moment  doubts  that  the  republican  sys- 
tem is  to  pass  safely  through  all  ordeals  and  prove  a  permanent  success 
in  our  own  country,  and  so  to  bo  commended  to  adoption  by  all  other 
nations.  But  he  thinks  also  that  that  system  everywhere  has  to  make 
its  way  painfully  through  difficulties  and  embarrassments,  which  result 
from  the  action  of  antagonistical  elements  which  are  a  legacy  of  former 
times  and  very  different  institutions.  The  President  is  hopeful  of  the 
ultimate  triumph  of  this  system  over  all  obstacles,  as  well  in  regard  to 
Mexico  as  in  regard  to  every  other  American  state;  but  he  feels  that 
those  states  are  nevertheless  justly  entitled  to  a  greater  forbearance 
and  more  generous  sympathies  from  the  Government  and  people  of  the 
United  States  than  they  are  likely  to  receive  in  any  other  quarter. 

^'The  President  trusts  that  your  mission,  manifesting  these  senti- 
ments, will  reassure  the  Government  of  Mexico  of  his  best  disposition 
to  favor  their  commerce  and  their  internal  improvements.  He  hopes, 
indeed,  that  your  mission,  assuming  a  spirit  more  elevated  than  one  of 
merely  commerce  and  conventional  amity,  a  spirit  disinterested  and 
unambitious,  earnestly  American  in  the  continental  sense  of  the  word, 
and  fraternal  in  no  affected  or  mere  diplomatic  meaning  of  the  term, 
while  it  shall  secure  the  confidence. and  good  will  of  the  Government 
of  Mexico,  will  mark  the  inauguration  of  a  new  condition  of  things 
directly  conducive  to  the  prosperity  and  happiness  of  both  nations, 
and  ultimately  auspicious  to  all  other  republican  states  throughout  the 
world." 

« 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Corwin,  Ap.  6,  1861;    MSS.  Inst.,  Mez.; 
Dip.  Corr.,  1861.    As  to  nentrality  in  connection  with  Mexico,  soe  $  402. 

The  refusal  of  the  United  States  to  take  part  in  the  movement  of 
France,  Spain,  and  Great  Britain  to  compel  Mexico  to  the  payment  of 
her  debts  to  these  nations  is  noticed  in  2  Lawreiice^s  GOm.  sur  droit  int., 
339,  340.     See  further,  5  Calhoun's  Worjks,  379. 

The  British  and  Foreign  State  Papers  for  1861-'2,  vol.  52,  give  the 
correspondence  between  Great  Britain,  France,  Spain,  and  the  United 
States  respecting  the  affairs  of  Mexico,  the  non-settlement  of  claims  of 
British  creditors  and  others,  the  murder  of  the  British  vice-consul  at 
Tasco,  the  Spanish  occupation  of  Vera  Cruz,  the  suspension  of  diplo- 
matic relations,  and  the  combined  operatioos  of  Great  Britain,  France, 
and  Spain  against  Mexico. 
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The  claims  so  pressed  may  be  thus  classified : 

1.  British.  On  November  16,  1860,  the  house  of  the  British  legation 
was  broken  into  and  £152,000  sterling  bonds,  belonging  to  British  sub- 
jects, were  carried  off.  (See  Frasei-'s  Mag ,  Dec,  1861,  where  it  is 
said  that  this  attack  was  a  sort  of  '*  reprisal"  for  the  action  of  British 
naval  officers,  who  had  evaded  the  Mexican  tariff  on  the  exportation  of 
silver  by  carrying  off  silver  in  British  cruisers.)  Damages  were  also 
claimed  for  the  murder  of  a  British  subject  on  April  3,  1859.  There 
was  also  a  claim  for  bonded  debts  secured  by  a  prior  diplomatic  arrange- 
ment with  Mexico. 

2.  French.  During  Miramon's  revolutionary  administration  an  issue 
of  bonds  for  $  15,000,000  was  made  through  the  agency  of  Jecker,  a  Swiss 
banker,  the  amount  to  be  raised  by  this  process  being  $750,000.  These 
bonds  fell  into  the  hands  of  Jecker's  French  creditors.  A  claim  was 
made  also  for  $12,000,000  for  torts  on  French  subjects. 

3.  Spanish.  By  the  Miramon  revolutionary  government  certain  prior 
Spanish  claims  of  various  tjpes  were  recognized.  These,  however,  were 
repudiated  by  the  Juarez  government.  Another  grievance  was  the 
abrupt  dismissal  of  the  Spanish  minister  by  the  latter  government. 
(See  Tucker's  Monroe  Doct.,  93.)  As  will  be  hereafter  seen,  Great 
Britain  and  Spain  withdrew  from  the  alliance  before  the  hostile  occupa- 
tion of  Mexican  soil  by  France.    Infra^  §  318. 

As  to  the  character  of  the  claims  in  these  caseS;  see  tn/ra,  $  232. 

As  to  forcible  redress,  infra^  $  318. 

As  to  negotiations  with  Spain  in  reference  to  the  alliance  with  France  and 
Great  Britain  in  186(\  to  compel  payment  of  claims  on  Mexico,  see  corre- 
spondence in  U.  S.  Dip.  Corr.  for  1662,  504  jf- 

"  The  undersigned.  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  has  the 
honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  a  note  which  was  addressed  to  him 
on  the  30th  day  of  November  last,  by  Mr.  Gabriel  G.  y  Tassara,  min- 
ister plenipotentiary  of  Her  Majesty  the  Queen  of  Spain ;  Mr.  Henri 
Mercier,  minister  plenipotentiary  of  His  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  the 
French ;  and  the  Lord  Lyons,  minister  plenipotentiary  of  Her  Majesty 
the  Queen  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland. 

"With  that  paper,  the  aforesaid  ministers  have  submitted  the  text 
of  a  convention  which  was  concluded  at  London  on  the  31st  of  October 
last,  between. the  sovereigns  before  named,  with  a  view  of  obtaining, 
through  a  common  action,  the  redress  of  their  grievances  against  the 
Republic  of  Mexico. 

"  In  the  preamble  the  high  contracting  parties  say  that  they  have 
been  placed  by  the  arbitrary  and  vexatious  conduct  of  the  authorities  of 
the  Republic  of  Mexico  under  a  necessity  for  exacting  from  those  author- 
ities a  more  eflPective  protection  for  the  persons  and  properties  of  their 
subjects,  as  well  as  the  execution  of  obligations  contracted  with  them 
by  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  and  have  agreed  tp  conclude  a  convention 
between  themselves  for  the  purpose  of  combining  their  common  action 
in  the  case. 

"In  the  first  article  the  high  contracting  parties  bind  themselves 
to  make,  immediately  after  the  signing  of  the  convi^ntion,  the  neces- 
sary  arrangements   to   send  to  the  shores  of  Mexico  land  and  sea 
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forces  combined,  the  effective  number  of  which  shall  be  determined  in 
a  farther  exchange  of  communications  between  their  Governments,  bat 
the  total  of  which  must  be  sufi&cient  to  enable  them  to  seize  and  occupy 
the  varioas  fortresses  and  military  positions  of  the  Mexican  sea-coasts ; 
also  that  the  commanders  of  the  allied  forces  shall  be  authorized  to  ac- 
complish such  other  operations  as  may,  on  the  spot,  be  deemed  most 
suitable  for  realizing  the  end  specified  in  the  preamble,  and  especially 
for  insuring  the  safety  of  foreign  residents  ;  and  that  all  the  measures 
whidi  are  thus  to  be  carried  into  effect  shall  betaken  in  the  name  and 
on  account  of  the  high  contracting  parties  without  distinction  of  the 
particular  nationality  of  the  forces  employed  in  executing  them. 

'^  In  the  second  article  the  high  contracting  parties  bind  themselves 
not  to  seek  for  themselves,  in  the  employment  of  the  coercive  measures 
foreseen  by  the  present  convention,  any  acquisition  of  territory,  or  any 
peculiar  advantage,  and  not  to  exercise  in  the  subsequent  affairs  of 
Mexico  any  influence  of  a  character  to  impair  the  right  of  the  Mexican 
nation  to  choose  and  freely  to  constitute  the  form  of  its  own  govern' 
ment. 

'^  In  the  third  article  the  high  contracting  parties  agree  that  a  com- 
mission composed  of  three  commissioners,  one  appointed  by  each  of  the 
contracting  powers,  should  be  established,  with  full  power  to  determine 
all  questions  which  may  arise  for  the  employment  and  distribution  of 
the  sums  of  money  which  shall  be  recovered  from  Mexico,  having  regard 
to  the  respective  rights  of  the  contracting  parties. 

^^  In  the  fourth  article  the  high  contracting  parties,  expressing  their 
desire  that  the  measures  which  it  is  their  intention  to  adopt  may  not 
have  an  exclusive  character,  and  recognizing  the  fact  that  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States,  like  themselves,  has  claims  of  its  own  to 
enforce  against  the  Mexican  Bepublic,  agree  that,  immediately  after 
the  signing  of  the  present  convention,  a  copy  of  it  shall  be  communi- 
cated to  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  and  that  this  Govern- 
ment shall  be  invited  to  accede  to  it,  and  that  in  anticipation  of  such 
accession,  their  respective  ministers  at  Washington  shall  be  furnished 
with  full  powers  to  conclude  and  sign,  collectively  or  severally,  with  a 
plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States,  to  be  designated  by  the  Presi- 
dent, such  an  instrument. 

^<  But  as  the  high  contracting  powers  would  expose  themselves,  in 
making  any  delay  in  carrying  into  effect  articles  one  and  two  of  the 
convention,  to  failure  in  the  end  which  thqy  wish  to  attain,  they  have 
agreed  not  to  defer,  with  a  view  to  obtaining  the  accession  of  the  United 
States,  the  commencement  of  the  stipulated  operations  beyond  the  pe- 
riod at  which  their  combined  forces  may  be  united  in  the  vicinity  of 
Vera  Cruz. 

<^The  plenipotentiaries,  in  their  note  to  the  undersigned,  invite  the 
United  States  to  accede  to  the  convention.    The  undersigned,  having 
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sabmitted  the  Bubject  to  the  President,  will  proceed  to  commmiicatehis 
views  thereon. 

^^  First.  As  the  undersigned  has  heretofore  had  the  honor  to  inform 
each  of  the  plenipotentiaries  now  addressed,  the  President  does  not  feel 
himself  at  liberty  to  question,  and  he  does  not  question,  that  the  sover- 
eigns represented  have  undoubted  right  to  decide  for  themselveB  the 
fact  whether  they  have  sustained  grievances,  and  to  resort  to  war  against 
Mexico  ibr  the  redress  thereof,  and  have  a  right  also  to  levy  the  war  sev- 
erally or  jointly. 

f^  Sec^^ndly.  The  United  States  have  a  deep  interest,  which,  however, 
they  are  happy  to  believe  is  an  interest  held  by  them  in  common  with  the 
high  contracting  powers  and  with  all  other  civilized  states,  that  neither 
of  the  sovereigns  by  whom  the  convention  has  been  concluded  shall  seek 
or  obtain  any  acquisition  of  territory  or  any  advantage  peculiar  to  itself, 
and  not  equally  left  open  to  the  United  States  and  every  other  civilized 
state,  within  the  territories  of  Mexico,  and  especially  that  neither  one 
hor  all  of  the  contracting  parties  shall,  as  a  result  or  consequence  of  the 
hostilities  to  be  inaugurated  under  the  convention,  exercise  in  the  subse- 
quent affairs  of  Mexico  any  influence  of  a  character  to  impair  the  right  of 
the  Mexican  people  to  choose  and  freely  to  constitute  the  form  of  its  own 
government. 

^^  The  undersigned  renews  on  this  occasion  the  acknowledgment  here- 
tofore given,  that  each  of  the  high  contracting  parties  had  informed  the 
United  States  substantially  that  they  recognized  this  interest,  and  he  is 
authorized  to  express  the  satisfaction  of  the  President  with  the  terms  in 
which  that  recognition  is  clearly  embodied  in  the  treaty  itself. 

^'It  is' true,  as  the  high  contracting  parties  assume,  that  the  United 
States  have,  on  their  part,  claims  to  urge  against  Mexico.  Upon  due 
consideration,  however,  the  President  is  of  opinion  that  it  would  be  in- 
expedient to  seek  satisfaction  of  their  claims  at  this  time  through  an  act 
of  accession  to  the  convention.  Among  the  reasons  for  this  decision 
which  the  undersigned  is  authorized  to  assign,  are,  first,  that  the  United 
States,  so  far  as  it  is  practicable,  prefer  to  adhere  to  a  traditional  policy 
recommended  to  them  by  the  Father  of  their  Country  and  confirmed  by  a 
happy  experience,  which  forbids  them  from  making  alliances  with  for. 
eign  nations ;  second,  Mexico  being  a  neighbor  of  the  United  States  on 
this  continent,  and  possessing  a  system  of  government  similar  to  our  own 
inmanyof  its  important  features,  the  United  States  habitually  cherish 
a  decided  good- will  toward  that  Kepnblic,  and  a  lively  interest  in  its  se. 
cnrity,  prosperity,  and  welfai-e.  Animated  by  these  sentiments  the 
United  States  do  not  feel  inclined  to  resort  to  forcible  remedies  for  their 
claims  at  the  present  moment,  when  the  Government  of  Mexico  is  deeply 
disturbed  by  factions  within,  and  exposed  to  war  with  foreign  nations. 
And,  of  course,  the  same  sentiments  render  them  still  more  disinclined  to 
aHied  war  against  Mexico  than  to  war  to  be  waged  against  her  by  them- 
selves alone. 
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<'  The  undersigned  is  farther  aathorized  to  state  to  the  plenipoten- 
tiaries, for  the  information  of  the  sovereigns  of  Spain,  France,  and  Great 
Britain,  that  the  United  States  are  so  earnestly  anxioas  for  the  safety 
and  welfare  of  theBepublic  of  Mexico,  that  they  have  already  empowered 
their  minister  residing  there  to  enter  into  a  treaty  with  the  Mexican  Ee- 
pnblic,  conceding  to  it  some  material  aid  and  advantages  which  it  is 
hoped  may  enable  that  Bepublic  to  satisfy  the  jast  claims  and  demands 
of  the  said  sovereigns,  and  so  avert  the  war  which  these  sovereigns  have 
agreed  among  each  other  to  levy  against  Mexico.  The  sovereigns  need 
not  be  informed  that  this  proposal  to  Mexico  has  been  made,  not  in  hos- 
tility to  them,  but  with  a  knowledge  of  the  proceeding  formall^ommu- 
nicated  to  them,  and  with  the  hope  that  they  might  find,  through  the  in- 
creased ability  of  Mexico  to  result  from  the  treaty,  and  her  willingness 
to  treat  with  them  upon  just  terms,  a  mode  of  averting  the  hostilities 
which  it  is  the  object  of  the  convention  now  under  consideration  to  inaug- 
urate. What  has  thus  far  been  done  by  the  American  minister  at  Mex- 
ico, under  those  instructions,  has  not  yet  become  known  to  this  Govern^ 
ment,  and  the  information  is  looked  for  with  deep  interest. 

^'  Should  these  negotiations  offer  any  sufficient  grounds  on  which  to 
justify  a  proposition  to  the  high  contracting  parties  in  behalf  of  Mexico, 
the  undersigned  will  hasten  to  submit  such  a  proposition  to  those  pow- 
ers. But  it  is  to  be  understood,  first,  that  Mexico  shall  have  acceded  to 
such  a  treaty ;  and  secondly,  that  it  shall  be  acceptable  to  the  President 
and  Senate  of  the  United  States. 

''  In  the  mean  time  the  high  contracting  powers  are  informed  that  the 
President  deems  it  his  duty  that  a  naval  force  should  remain  in  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico,  sufficient  to  look  after  the  interests  of  American  citizens  in 
Mexico  during  the  conflict  which  may  arise  between  the  high  contract- 
ing parties  and  that  Republic ;  and  that  the  American  minister  residing 
in  Mexico  be  authorized  to  seek  such  conference  in  Mexico  with  the  be- 
ligerent  parties,  as  may  guard  each  of  them  against  inadvertent  injury 
to  the  just  rights  of  the  United  States,  if  any  such  should  be  endangered. 

''The  undersigned  having  thus  submitted  all  the  views  and  senti- 
ments of  this  Government  on  this  important  subject,  to  the  high  con- 
tracting parties,  in  a  spirit  of  peace  and  friendship,  not  only  towards 
Mexico  but  towards  the  high  contracting  parties  themselves,  feels  as- 
sured that  there  will  be  nothing  in  the  watchfulness  which  it  is  thus 
proposed  to  exercise,  that  can  afford  any  cause  for  anxiety  to  any  of  the 
parties  in  question." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  6f  State,  to  Messrs.  Tassara,  Mercier  and  Lord  Lyons,  Bee. 

4, 1861;  MSS.  Notes,  Spain  ;  52  British  and  Foreign  State  Papers,  394. 
As  to  procednre  of  British  and  French  Governments  to  enforce  these  claims,  see 

in/ra.,$$2:J2,  318. 

"  The  President,  however,  deems,  it  his  duty  to  express  to  the  allies, 
in  all  candor  and  frankness,  the  opinion  that  no  monarchical  govern- 
ment which  could  be  founded  in  Mexico,  in  the  presence  of  foreign  navies 
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and  armies  in  the  waters  and  upon  the  soil  of  Mexico,  would  have  any 
prospect  of  security  or  permanence." 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Adams,  M^r.  3,1862;  MSS.  InBt.,Gr.  Brit. 

Mr.  Seward's  report  of  April  14,  1862,  on  the  *'  present  condition  of  Mexico,'' 
with  the  accompanying  correspondence,  will  be  found  in  House  Ex.  Doc, 
No.  100, 37th  Cong.,  2d  sess.  His  report  on  the  same  subject,  of  Feb.  4, 1863 
is  in  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  54,  37th  Cong.,  3d  sess ;  same  subject,  report  of 
June  16,  1664,  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  11,  38th  Cong..  2d  sess. ;  Sen.  Ex.  Doc. 
No.  33,  same  sess.    (See  $$  232,  318.) 

"The  undersigned,  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  has  the 
honor  to«acknowledge  the  reception  of  the  note  of  his  excellency  Mr. 
Bomero,  charge  d'affaires  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  which  bears  the 
date  of  December  20,  and  relates  to  the  subject  of  the  clearances  of  cer- 
tain articles  of  merchandise  at  the  city  of  New  Yo?k,  alleged  by  Mr. 
Romero  to  have  been  made,  on  account  of  French  subjects,  for  the  use 
of  the  French  Government  in  its  war  with  Mexico. 

"  In  the  note  which  the  undersigned  addressed  to  Mr.  Romero  on  this 
subject,  on  the  15th  December  last,  and  also  in  an  exposition  of  the 
same  subject  which  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and 
which  was  submitted  to  Mr.  Romero,  it  was  explained  that  the  clear- 
ances of  which  he  complains  were  made  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  with  the  practical  construction  of  these  laws 
which  has  prevailed  from  the  foundation  of  this  Government,  a  period 
which  includes  wars,  more  or  less  general,  throughout  the  world,  and 
involving  many  states  situated  on  the  American  and  E  uropean  conti- 
nents. 

^<  The  undersigned,  after  the  most  careful  reading  of  Mr.  Romero's 
note,  is  unable  to  concede  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
has  obliged  itself  to  prohibit  the  exportation  of  mules  and  wagons,  for 
which  it  has  no  military  need,  from  its  ports  on  French  account  because, 
being  in  a  state  of  war  and  needing  for  the  use  of  the  Government  all 
the  Qre-arms  made  and  found  in  the  country,  it  has  temporarily  for- 
bidden the  export  of  such  weapons  to  all  nations. 

"Nor  is  it  perceived  how  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  to  which  Mr.  Romero  refers,  bears  upon  the  question,  since  the 
United  States  have  not  set  up  or  thou  ght  of  setting  up  any  claim  that 
Mexico  shall  be  required  to  admit  into  her  ports  any  articles  of  mer- 
chandise, contraband  of  war,  which  may  be  exporte  d  from  the  United 
States  on  French  or  any  other  account. 

"  The  undersigned  is  equally  unable  to  perceive  the  bearing  of  Mr. 
Romero's  allusions  to  the  correspondence  which  has  occurred  between 
this  Government  and  that  of  Great  Britain,  in  which  complaints  have 
been  made  by  the  United  States  that  Great  Britain  wrongfully  and  in- 
luriously  recognized  as  a  public  belligerent  an  insurrectionary  faction 
which  has  arisen  in  this  country ;  has  proclaimed  neutrality  between 
that  faction  and  this  Government,  and  has  suffered  armed  naval  expe- 
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ditions  to  be  fitted  out  in  British  ports  to  depredate  on  the  commerce 
of  the  United  States,  in  violation  of.  as  was  believed,  the  Qaeen's  proc- 
lamation, and  of  the  municipal  laws  of  the  United  Kingdom." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Romero,  Jan.  7, 1863 ;  MS$.  Notes,  Mez. ;  Dip. 
CoiT.,  1863. 

'^Candor  obliges  me  to  commence  my  observations  upon  the  subject 
with  an  acknowledgment  of  the  very  generous  manner  in  which  Mr. 
Drouyn  de  I'Huys  has  opened  the  way  to  a  dispassionate  aud  friendly 
consideration  of  the  complaint  which  he  has  preferred.  He  has  not 
ouly  reassured  you  of  the  friendly  spirit  of  the  Emperor  towards  the 
XJDited  States,  but  he  has  also,  with  marked  decision  and  energy,  reaf- 
firmed to  you  that  France  has  no  purpose  in  Mexico  beyond  asserting 
lust  claims  against  her,  obtaining  payment  of  the  debt  due,  with  the 
expenses  of  the  invasion,  and  vindicating  by  victory  the  honor  of  the 
French  flag,  and  that  France  does  not  mean  to  colonize  in  Mexico,  or  to 
obtain  Sonora  or  any  other  section  permanently,  and  that  all  allegations 
propagated  through  the  newspapers  conflicting  with  these  assurances 
are  untrue. 

^^  Tour  reply  to  these  remarks  of  Mr.  Drou^^n  de  I'Huys,  namely,  that 
in  all  my  correspondence  with  you,  whether  public  or  private.  I  have 
averred  that  this  Government  has  no  purpose  to  interfere  in  any  way 
with  the  war  between  France  and  Mexico,  was  as  truthful  as  it  was  con- 
siderate and  proper.  The  United  States  have  not  disclaimed,  and  can 
never  under  existing  circumstances  disclaim,  the  interest  they  feel  in 
the  safety,  welfare,  and  prosperity  of  Mexico,  any  more  than  they  can 
relinquish  or  disown  their  sentiments  of  friendship  and  goodwill  to- 
wards France,  which  began  with  their  national  existence,  and  have  been 
cherished  with  growing  earnestness  ever  since.  When  the  two  nations 
towards  which  they  are  thus  inclined  are  found  engaged  in  such  a  war 
as  Mr.  Drouyn  de  I'Huys  has  described,  the  United  States  can  only  de- 
plore the  painful  occurrence,  and  express  in  every  way  and  everywhere 
their  anxious  desire  that  the  conflict  may  be  brought  to  a  speedy  close 
by  a  settlement  consistent  with  the  stability,  prosperity,  and  welfare  of 
the  parties  concerned.  The  United  States  have  always  acted  upon  the 
same  principle  of  forbearance  and  neutrality  in  regard  to  wars  between 
powers  with  which  our  own  country  has  maintained  friendly  relations, 
and  they  believe  that  this  policy  could  not  in  this,  more  than  in  other 
cases,  be  departed  from  with  advantage  »to  themselves  or  to  the  interests 
of  peace  throughout  the  world." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  Stat«,  to  Mr.  Dayton,  May  8,  1863 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  France ; 
Dip.  Corr.,  1863. 

<^  When  France  made  war  against  Mexico,  we  asked  of  France  explana- 
tions of  her  objects  and  purposes.  She  answered,  that  it  was  a  war  for 
the  redress  of  grievances;  that  she  did  not  intend  to  permanently  oc- 
cupy or  dominate  in  Mexico,  and  that  she  should  leave  to  the  people  of 
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Mexico  a  free  choice  of  institatioDS  of  government.  Under  these  cir- 
camstances  the  United  States  adopted,  and  they  have  since  maintained, 
entire  neutrality  between  the  belligerents,  in  harmony  with  the  tradi- 
tional policy  in  regard  to  foreign  wars.  The  war  has  continued  longer 
than  was  anticipated.  At  different  stages  of  it  France  has,  in  her  in- 
tercourse with  us,  renewed  the  explanations  before  mentioned.  The 
French  army  has  now  captured  Pueblo  and  the  capital,  while  the  Mexi- 
can Government,  with  its  principal  forces,  is  understood  to  have  retired 
to  San  Luis  Potosi,  and  a  provisional  Qovernment  has  been  instituted 
under  French  auspices  in  the  city  of  Mexico,  which,  being  supported 
by  arms,  divides  the  actual  dominion  of  the  country  with  the  Mexican 
Government,  also  maintained  by  armed  power.  That  provisional  Govern- 
ment has  neither  made  nor  sought  to  m  ake  any  communication  to  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  nor  has  it  been  in  any  way  reoog- 
nized  by  this  Government.  France  has  made  no  communication  to  the 
United  States  concerning  the  provisional  Government  which  has  been 
established  in  Mexico,  nor  has  she  announced  any  actual  or  intended 
departure  from  the  policy  in  regard  to  that  country  which  her  before- 
mentioned  explanations  have  authorized  us  to  expect  her  to  pursue. 
The  United  States  have  received  no  communications  relating  to  the 
recent  military  events  in  Mexico  from  the  recognized  Government  of 
that  country. 

''  The  Imperial  Government  of  Austria  has  not  explained  to  the  United 
States  that  it  has  an  interest  in  the  subject,  or  expressed  any  desire  to 
know  their  views  upon  it.  The  United  States  have  heretofore,  on  proper 
occasions,  frankly  explained  to  every  party  having  an  interest  in  the 
question  the  general  views  and  sentiments  which  they  have  always  en- 
tertained, and  still  entertain,  in  regard  to  the  interests  of  society  and 
government  on  this  continent.  Under  these  circumstances  it  is  not 
deemed  necessary  for  the  representatives  of  the  United  States,  in  foreign 
countries,  to  engage  in  the  political  debates  which  the  present  unsettled 
aspect  of  the  war  in  Mexico  has  elicited.  You  will  be  promptly  advised 
if  a  necessity  for  any  representations  to  the  Government  of  Austria 
shall  arise.'' 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Motley,  Sept.  11,  1863;  MSS.  Iu8t.,  Aastris; 
Dip.  Corr.,  1863.  See  further  as  to  the  attitude  of  Great  Britain  and  the 
United  States  as  to  the  allied  attack  on  Mexico,  t9i/ra,  $$  232,  318. 

^'  The  French  forces  are  understood  to  hold  in  subjection  to  the  new 
provisional  Government  establishedin  Mexico  three  of  the  States,  while 
all  the  other  constituent  members  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico  still  remain 
under  its  authority.  There  are  already  indications  of  designs  in  those 
States  to  seek  aid  in  the  United  States,  with  the  consent  of  this  Gov- 
ernment, if  attainable,  and  without  it  if  it  ishall  be  refused,  and  for  this 
purpose  inducements  are  held  out  well  calculated  to  excite  sympathies 
in  a  border  population.  The  United  States  (Joverumeut  has  hitheito 
practiced  strict  neutrality  between  the  French  and  Mexico,  and  all  the 
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more  cheerfally  becanse  it  has  relied  on  the  assurances  given  by  the 
French  Government  that  it  did  not  intend  permanent  occupation  of  that 
coantry  or  any  violence  to  the  sovereignty  of  its  people.  The  proceed- 
ings-of  the  French  in  Mexico  are  regarded  by  many  in  that  country  and 
in  this  as  at  variance  with  those  assurances.  Owing  to  this  circum- 
stance, it  becomes  very  difficult  for  this  Government  to  enforce  a  rigid 
observance  of  its  neutrality  laws. '  The  President  thinks  it  desirable 
that  you  should  seek  an  opportunity  to  mention  these  facts  to  Mr. 
Drouyn  de  PHuys,  and  to  suggest  to  him  that  the  interests  of  the 
United  States,  and,  as  it  seems  to  us,  the  interests  of  France  herself, 
require  that  a  solution  of  the  present  complications  in  Mexico  be  made 
as  early  as  may  be  convenient  upon  the  basis  of  the  unity  and  inde- 
pendence of  Mexico.  I  cannot  be  misinterpreting  the  sentiments  of  the 
United  States  in  saying  that  they  do  not  desire  an  annexation  of 
Mexico  or  any  part  of  it,  nor  do  they  desire  any  special  interest,  con- 
trol, or  influence  there,  but  they  are  deeply  interested  in  the  re-estab- 
lishment of  unity,  peace,  and  order  in  the  neighboring  Republic,  and 
exceedingly  desirous  that  there  may  not  arise  oat  of  the  war  in  Mexico 
any  cause  of  alienation  between  them  and  France.  Insomuch  as  these 
sentiments  are  by  no  means  ungenerous,  the  President  unhesitatingly 
believes  that  they  are  the  sentiments  of  the  Emperor  himself  in  regard 
to  Mexico." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dayton,  Sept  21,  1863 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  France; 
Dip.  Corr.,  1863. 

**Tour  interesting  dispatch  of  September  1  (No.  32)  has  been  re- 
ceived. The  United  States  are  not  indifferent  to  the  events  which  are 
occurring  in  Mexico.  They  are  regarded,  however,  as  incidents  of  the 
war  between  France  and  Mexico.  While  the  Governments  of  those 
two  countries  are  not  improperly  left  in  any  uncertainty  about  the  senti- 
ments of  the  United  States,  the  reported  relations  of  a  member  of  the 
imperial  family  of  Austria  to  those  events  do  not  seem  sufficientto  justify 
this  Government  in  making  any  representations  on  that  subject  to  the 
Government  of  the  Emperor.  His  candor  and  fairness  towards  the 
United  States  warrant  the  President  in  believing,  as  he  firmly  does, 
that  His  Majesty  will  not  suffer  his  Government  to  be  engaged  in  any 
proceeding  hostile  or  iujnrious  to  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Motley,  Sept.  26, 1863;  MSS.  Iiret.,  Anstria; 
Dip.  Corr.,  1863. 

^^  It  is  well  understood  that  through  a  long  period,  closing  in  18(>0, 
the  manifest  strength  of  this  nation  was  a  sufiicient  protection,  for  itself 
and  for  Mexico,  against  all  foreigQ  states.  That  power  was  broken  down 
and  shattered  in  1861  by  faction.  The  first  fruit  of  our  civil  war  was 
a  new,  and  in  effect,  though  not  intentionally  so,  an  unfriendly  attitude 
assumed  by  Great  Britain,  France,  and  Spain,  all  virtually,  and  the  two 
first-named  powers  avowedly,  moving  in  concert.    While  I  cannot  con- 

319 


§  58.]  INTERVENTION.  [CHAP.  HI. 

fess  a  fear  on  the  part  of  this  Government  that  any  one  or  all  of  the  mari- 
time powers  combining  with  the  insurgents  could  overthrow  it^  yet  it 
would  have  been  manifestly  presumptuous,  at  any  time  since  this  dis- 
traction seized  the  American  people,  to  have  provoked  such  an  inter- 
vention, or  to  have  spared  any  allowable  means  of  preventing  it.  The 
unceasing  efforts  of  this  Department  in  that  direction  have  resulted 
from  this  ever-present  consideration.  If  in  its  communications  the 
majestic  efforts  of  the  Government  to  subdue  the  insurrection,  and  to 
remove  the  temptation  which  it  offered  to  foreign  powers,  have  not  fig- 
ured so  largely  as  to  impress  my  correspondents  with  the  conviction 
that  the  President  relies  always  mainly  on  the  national  power,  and  not 
on  the  forbearance  of  those  who  it  is  apprehended  may  become  its  ene- 
mies, it  is  because  the  duty  of  drawing  forth  and  directing  the  armed 
power  of  the  nation  has  rested  upon  distinct  Departments,  while  to  this 
one  belonged  the  especial  duty  of  holding  watch  against  foreign  insult, 
intrusion,  and  intervention.  With  these  general  remarks  I  proceed  to 
explain  the  President's  views  in  regard  to  the  first  of  the  two  questions 
mentioned,  namely,  the  attitude  of  France  in  regard  to  the  civil  war 
in  the  United  States. 

'^  We  know  from  many  sources,  and  even  from  the  Emperor's  direct 
statement,  that,  on  the  breaking  out  of  the  insurrection,  he  adopted  the 
current  opinion  of  European  statesmen  that  the  efforts  of  this  Govern- 
ment to  maintain  and  preserve  the  Union  would  be  unsuccessful.  To 
this  prejudgment  we  attribute  his  agreement  with  Great  Britain  to  act 
in  concert  with  her  upon  the  questions  which  might  arise  out  of  the  in- 
surrection ;  his  concession  of  a  belligerent  character  to  the  insurgents ; 
kis  repeated  suggestions  of  accommodation  by  this  Government  with 
the  insurgents ;  and  his  conferences  on  the  subject  of  a  recognition.  It 
would  be  disingenuous  to  withhold  an  expression  of  the  national  convic- 
tion that  these  proceedings  of  the  Emperor  have  been  very  injurious  to  the 
United  States,  by  encouraging  and  thus  prolonging  the  insurrection.  On 
the  other  hand,  no  statesman  of  this  country  is  able  to  conceive  of  a 
reasonable  motive,  on  the  part  of  either  France  or  the  Emperor,  to  do 
or  to  wish  injury  to  the  United  States.  Every  statesman  of  the  United 
States  cherishes  a  lively  interest  in  the  welfare  and  greatness  of  France, 
and  is  content  that  she  shall  enjoy  peacefully  and  in  unbounded  pros 
perity  the  administration  of  the  Emperor  she  has  chosen.  We  have 
not  an  acre  of  territory  or  a  port  which  we  think  France  can  wisely 
covet;  nor  has  she  any  possession  that  we  could  accept  if  she  would 
resign  it  into  our  hands.  Nevertheless,  when  recurring  to  what  the 
Emperor  has  already  done,  we  cannot,  at  any  time,  feel  assured  that, 
under  mistaken  impressions  of  our  exposure,  he  might  not  commit  him- 
self still  further  in  the  way  of  encouragement  and  aid  to  the  insurgents. 
We  know  their  intrigues  in  Paris  are  not  to  be  lightly  regarded.  While 
the  Emperor  has  held  an  unfavorable  opinion  of  our  national  strength 
and  unity,  we,  on  the  contrary,  have  as  constantly  indulged  entire  <X)nfi- 
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dence  iu  botb.  Not  merely  the  course  of  events,  bat  that  of  time,  ulao, 
rans  against  the  insurgents  and  reinvigorates  the  national  strength  and 
power.  We  desire,  therefore,  that  he  may  have  the  means  of  nnder- 
standing  the  actual  condition  of  affairs  in  our  country.  We  wish  tx) 
avoid  anything  calculated  to  irritate  France,  or  to  wound  the  just  pride 
and  proper  sensibilities  of  that  spirited  nation,  and  thus  to  free  our 
claim  to  her  forbearance,  in  our  present  political  emergency,  from  any 
cloud  of  passion  or  prejudice.  Pursuing  this  course,  the  President 
hopes  that  the  prejudgment  of  the  Emperor  against  the  stability  of  the 
Union  may  the  sooner  give  way  to  convictions  which  will  modify  his 
coarse,  and  bring  him  back  again  to  the  traditional  friendship  which 
he  found  existing  between  this  conntry  and  his  own,  when,  in  obedience 
to  her  voice,  he  assumed  the  reins  of  empire.  These  desires  and  pur- 
poses do  not  imply  either  a  fear  of  French  hostility,  or  any  neglect  of 
a  prudent  posture  of  national  self-reliance. 

^'  The  subject  upon  which  I  propose  to  remark,  in  the  second  place, 
is  the  relation  of  France  toward  Mexico.  The  United  States  hold,  iu 
regard  to  Mexico,  the  same  principles  that  they  hold  in  regard  to  all 
other  nations.  They  have  neither  a  right  nor  a  disposition  to  inter- 
vene by  force  in  the  internal  affairs  of  Mexico,  whether  to  establish  and 
maintain  a  Republic  or  even  a  domestic  government  there,  or  to  over- 
throw an  imperial  or  a  foreign  one,  if  Mexico  chooses  to  establish  or 
accept  it.  The  United  States  have  neither  the  right  nor  the  disposition 
to  intervene  by  force  on  either  side  in  the  lamentable  war  which  is  going 
on  between  France  and  Mexico.  On  the  contrary,  they  practice  in  re- 
gard to  Mexico,  in  every  phase  of  that  war,  the  non-intervention  which 
they  require  all  foreign  powers  to  observe  in  regard  to  the  United  States. 
But,  notwithstanding  this  self-restraint,  this  Oovemment  knows  full 
well  that  the  inherent  normal  opinion  of  Mexico  favors  a  government 
the^e  republican  in  form  and  domestic  in  its  organization,  in  preference 
to  any  monarchical  institutions  to  be  imposed  from  abroad.  This  Gov- 
ernment knows,  also,  that  this  normal  opinion  of  the  people  of  Mexico 
resulted  largely  from  the  influence  of  popular  opinion  in  this  country, 
and  is  continually  invigorated  by  it.  The  Pi"esident  believes,  moreover, 
that  this  popular  opinion  of  the  United  States  is  just  in  itself,  and  emi- 
nently essential  to  the  progress  of  civilization  on  the  American  conti- 
nent, which  civilization,  it  believes,  can  and  will,  if  left  free  from  Euro- 
pean resistance,  work  harmoniously  together  with  advancing  refinement 
on  the  other  continents.  This  Oovemment  believes  that  foreign  resist- 
ance, or  attempts  to  control  American  civilization,  must  and  will  fail 
before  the  ceaseless  and  ever-increasing  activity  of  material,  moral,  and 
political  forces,  which  peculiarly  belong  to  the  American  continent. 
Nor  do  the  United  States  deny  that,  in  their  opinion,  their  own  safety 
and  the  cheerful  destiny  to  which  they  aspire  are  intimately  dependent 
on  the  continuance  of  free  republican  institutions  throughout  America. 
They  have  submitted  these  opinions  to  the  Emperor  of  France,  on  proper 
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oocasioDS,  as  worthy  of  his  serious  consideration,  in  determining  how  he 
would  conduct  and  close  what  might  prove  a  successfnl  war  in  Mexico. 
Nor  is  it  necessary  to  practice  reserve  upon  the  point,  that  if  France 
should,  upon  due  consideration,  determine  to  adopt  a  policy  in  Mexico 
adverse  to  the  American  opinions  and  sentiments  which  I  have  described, 
that  policy  would  probably  scatter  seeds  which  would  be  fruitful  of 
jealousies,  which  might  ultimately  ripen  into  collision  between  France 
and  the  United  States  and  other  American  Republics.  An  illustration 
of  this  danger  has  occurred  already.  Political  rumor,  which  is  always 
mischievous,  one  day  ascribes  to  France  a  purpose  to  seize  the  Bio 
Orande,  and  wrest  Texas  from  the  United  States ;  another  day  rumor 
advises  us  to  look  carefully  to  our  safety  on  the  Mississippi ;  another 
day  we  are  warned  of  coalitions  to  be  formed,  under  French  patronage, 
between  the  regency  est8«blished  in  Mexico  and  the  insurgent  cabal  at 
Richmond.  The  President  apprehends  none  of  these  things.  He  does 
not  allow  himself  to  be  disturbed  by  suspicions  so  unjust  to  France  and 
so  unjustifiable  in  themselves ;  but  he  knows,  also,  that  such  suspicions 
will  be  entertained  more  or  less  extensively  by  this  country,  and  mag- 
nified in  other  countries  equally  unfriendly  to  France  and  to  America ; 
and  he  knows,  also,  that  it  is  out  of  such  suspicions  that  the  fatal  Web 
of  national  animosity  is  most  frequently  woven.  He  believes  that  the 
Emperor  of  France  must  experience  desires  as  earnest  as  our  own  for 
the  preservation  of  that  friendship  between  the  two  nations  which  is  so 
full  of  guarantees  of  their  common  prosperity  apd  safety.  Thinking 
this,  the  President  would  be  wanting  in  fidelity  to  France,  as  well  as  to 
our  own  country,  if  he  did  not  converse  with  the  Emperor  with  entire 
sincerity  and  friendship  upon  the  attitude  which  France  is  to  assume  in 
regard  to  Mexico.  The  statements  made  to  you  by  M.  Drouyn  de  PHuys, 
concerning  the  Emperor's  intentJons,  are  entirely  satisfactory,  if  we  are 
permitted  to  assume  them  as  having  been  authorized  to  bo  made  by  the 
Emperor  in  view  of  the  present  condition  of  affairs  in  Mexico.  It  is 
true,  as  I  have  before  remarked,  that  the  Emperor's  purposes  may  here- 
after change  with  changing  circumstances.  We,  ourselves,  however, 
are  not  unobservant  of  the  progress  of  events, at  home  and  abroad ;  and 
in  no  case  are  we  likely  to  neglect  such  provision  for  our  own  safety  as 
every  sovereign  state  must  always  be  prepared  to  fall  back  upon  when 
nations  with  which  they  have  lived  in  friendship  cease  to  respect  theur 
moral  and  treaty  obligations.  Your  own  discretion  will  be  your  guide 
as  to  how  far  and  in  what  way  the  public  interests  will  be  promoted' bj' 
submitting  these  views  to  the  consideration  of  M.  Drouyn  de  PHuys-" 

Mr.  Seward,  Sor.  of  h^tatc,  to  Mr.  Dayton,  Sept.  26,  1^1 ;  M8S.  Inst.,  France; 
Dip.  Corr.,  1»53. 

_  •         

"You  have  proceeded  very  properly  in  giving  to  Count  Bechberg  a 
copy  of  my  dispatch  to  Mr.  Dayton  of  the  3d  of  March,  1862.  This 
Government  desires  to  ])ractice  no  concealment  in  it^  intercourse  ¥ith 
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foreign  states.  During  the  discnssion  concerning  Mexico,  and  France, 
and  the  United  States,  which  has  been  going  on  in  Enrope,  I  have 
refrained  from  instructing  you  to  speak  for  the  United  States.  This 
reserve  lias  been  practiced  because  the  questions  immediately  concern 
only  the  three  states  mentioned,  and  the  personal  relation  to  them  of 
the  Austrian  grand  duke  is  an  incident  which  could  only  bring  the  Im- 
porial  Eoyal  Government  under  any  responsibility  to  the  United  States 
when  that  Government  should  attempt  or  propose  to  violate  some  act- 
ual political  right  or  disregard  some  practical  interest  which  it  would 
be  the  duty  of  the  President  to  maintain  or  assert.  But  in  this  course 
of  proceeding  it  has  not  been  my  intention  to  deny  to  you  a  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  position  of  the  President  in  regard  to  the  questions  debated. 
France  is  at  war  with  Mexico  and  at  peace  with  the  United  States,  and 
a  civil  war  is  raging  in  the  United  States.  I  am  to  speak  of  the  atti> 
tude  of  France  towards  the  United  States  in  relation  to  this  civil  war, 
and  also  to  speak  of  the  attitude  of  France  towards  Mexico,  as  it  bears 
on  the  United  States.  For  the  sake  of  perspicuity  I  keep  the  two  topics 
distinctly  separate,  and  I  treat  the  last  one  first. 

'^  We  know  from  many  sources,  and  even  from  the  direct  statement 
of  the  Emperor  of  France,  that  on  the  breaking  out  of  the  insurrection 
he  adopted  the  then  current  opinion  of  European  statesmen  that  the 
efforts  of  this  Government  to  suppress  it  would  be  unsuccessful.  To 
this  prejudgment  we  attribute  his  agreement  with  Great  Britain  to  act 
in  concert  with  her  upon  international  questions  which  might  arise  out 
of  the  conflict,  his  practical  concession  of  a  belligerent  character  to  the 
insurgents,  his  repeated  suggestions  of  accommodations  by  this  Gov- 
ernment with  the  insurgents,  and  his  conferences  on  the  subject  of  a 
recognition.  These  proceedings  of  the  Emperor  of  France  have  t^en 
very  injurious  to  the  United  States  by  encouraging  and  thus  prolong- 
ing the  insurrection.  On  the  other  hand,  no  statesman  of  this  country 
is  able  to  conceive  of  a  reasonable  motive  on  the  part  of  France  or  the 
Emperor  to  do  or  to  wish  injury  to  the  United  States.  Every  states- 
man in  the  United  States  cherishes  a  lively  interest  in  the  welfare  and 
greatness  of  France,  and  is  content  that  she  shall  peacefully  and  in 
unbounded  prosperity  enjoy  the  administration  of  the  Emperor  she  has 
chosen.  We  have  not  an  acre  of  territory  nor  a  fort  which  we  think 
France  could  wisely  covet,  nor  has  she  any  possession  that  we  could 
accept  if  she  would  resign  it  into  our  hands.  Nevertheless,  when  re* 
earring  to  what  the  Emperor  of  France  has  already  done,  we  cannot 
at  any  time  feel  assured  that,  under  mistaken  impressions  of  our  em- 
barrassments in  consequence  of  a  lamentable  civil  war,  he  may  not  go 
further  in  the  way  of  encouragement  to  the  insurgents,  whose  intrigues 
in  Paris  we  understand  and  do  not  underestimate.  While  the  Emperor 
of  France  has  held  an  unfavorable  opinion  of  our  national  strength 
and  unity,  we,  on  the  contrary,  have  as  constantly  indulged  an  entire 
oonfidence  in  both.    Not  merely  the  course  of  events,  but  that  of  time 
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also  opposes  the  insarrectioD  and  reinvigorates  the  national  strength 
and  power.  Under  these  convictions  we  avoid  everything  calcalated 
to  irritate  France  by  wounding  the  just  pride  and  proper  sensibilities 
of  that  spirited  nation,  and  thus  we  hope  to  free  our  claim  to  her  just 
forbearance  in  our  present  political  emergency  from  any  cloud  of  pas- 
sion or  prejudice.  Pursuing  this  course,  the  President  hopes  that  the 
prejudgment  of  the  Emperor  against  the  stability  of  the  Union  may 
give  way  to  considerations  which  will  modify  his  course  and  bring  him 
back  to  the  traditional  friendship  which  he  found  existing  between  this 
country  and  his  own  when,  in  obedience  to  her  voice,  he  assumed  the 
administration  of  her  Government.  These  desires  and  purposes  of  ours 
do  not  imply  either  a  fear  of  imperial  hostility  or  any  neglect  of  a  pru. 
dent  posture  of  national  self-reliance,  and  in  that  posture  we  constantly 
aim  to  stand. 

<<I  speak  next  of  the  relation  of  France  towards  Mexico.  Until  1860 
our  prestige  was  a  protection  to  her  and  to  all  other  republican  states 
on  this  continent.  That  prestige  has  been  temporarily  broken  up  by 
domestic  faction  and  civil  war.  France  has  invaded  Mexico,  and  war 
exists  between  those  two  countries.  The  United  States  hold,  in  regard 
to  these  two  states  and  their  conflict,  the  same  principle  that  they  hold 
in  relation  to  all  other  nations  and  their  mutual  wars.  They  have 
neither  a  right  nor  any  disposition  to  intervene  by  force  in  the  internal 
affairs  of  Mexico,  whether  to  establish  or  to  maintain  a  republican  or 
even  a  domestic  Government  there,  or  to  overthrow  an  imperial  or  a  for- 
eign one  if  Mexico  shall  choose  to  establish  or  accept  it.  The  United 
States  have  not  a  right  nor  a  disposition  to  intervene  by  force  on  either 
side  in  the  lamentable  war  which  is  going  on  between  France  and 
Mexico.  On  the  contrary,  they  practice,  in  regard  to  Mexico,  in  every 
phase  of  the  war,  the  non* intervention  which  they  require,  all  foreign 
powers  to  observe  in  regard  to  the  United  States.  But  notwithstand- 
ing this  self-restraint,  this  Government  knows  full  well  that  the  inher- 
ent normal  opinion  of  Mexico  favors  a  Government  there  republican 
in  form  and  democratic  in  its  organization  in  preference  to  any  mon- 
archical institutions  to  be  imposed  from  abroad.  This  Government 
knows  also  that  this  normal  opinion  of  the  people  of  Mexico  resulted 
largely  from  the  influence  of  popular  opinion  in  this  country,  which 
constantly  invigorates  it.  The  President,  moreover,  believes  that  this 
popular  opinion  of  the  United  States  is  just  in  itself  and  eminently 
essential  to  the  progress  of  civilization  on  the  American  continent, 
which  civilization  he  believes  can  and  will,  if  left  free  from  European 
resistance,  work  harmoniously  together  with  advancing  refinement  on 
the  other  continents.  This  Government  believes  that  all  foreign  resist- 
ance to  American  civilization,  and  all  attempts  to  control  it,  must  and 
will  fail  before  the  ceaseless  and  ever-increasing  activity  of  material, 
moral,  and  political  forces  which  peculiarly  belong  to  the  American  con- 
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tinent.  Nor  do  the  United  States  deny  that,  in  their  opinion,  their  own 
safety  and  the  cheerful  destiny  to  which  they  aspire  are  intimately  de- 
pendent on  the  continuance  of  free  republican  institutions  throughout 
America,  and  that  their  policy  will  always  be  directed  to  that  end. 
They  have  frankly,  and  on  proper  occasions,  submitted  these  opinions 
to  the  Emperor  of  France,  as  worthy  of  serious  consideration,  in  deter- 
mining how  he  would  conduct  and  close  what  might  prove  a  successful 
war  in  Mexico.  Nor  do  we  practice  reserve  upon  the  point  that  if 
France  should,  upon  due  consideration,  determine  to  adopt  a  policy  in 
Mexico  adverse  to  the  American  opinions  and  sentiments  which  I  have 
described,  that  policy  would  probably  scatter  seeds  which  would  be 
fruitful  of  jealousies  that  might  ultimately  ripen  into  collisions  between 
France  and  the  United  States  and  other  American  Bepublics.  An  illus- 
tration of  this  danger  has  occurred  already.  Political  rumor,  which  is 
always  suspicious,  one  day  ascribes  to  France  a  pui*pose  to  seize  the 
Bio  Grande  and  wrest  Texas  from  the  United  States.  Another  day 
rumor  cid vises  us  to  look  carefully  to  our  safety  on  the  Mississippi. 
Another  day  we  are  warned  of  coalitions  to  be  formed  under  French 
patronage  between  the  regency  that  has  been  recently  set  up  at  the 
city  of  Mexico  and  the  insurgent  cabal  at  Richmond.  The  President 
apprehends  none  of  these  things,  and  does  not  allow  himself  to  be  dis- 
turbed by  suspicions.  But  he  knows  also  that  such  suspicions  will  be 
entertained  more  or  less  extensively  in  this  country,  and  will  be  mag- 
nified in  other  countries,  and  he  knows  also  that  it  is  out  of  such  sus- 
picions that  the  fatal  web  of  national  animosity  is  most  frequently 
woven.  The  President,  upon  the  assurances  which  he  has  received 
from  the  Emperor  of  France,  expects  that  he  will  neither  deprive  the 
I>eople  of  Mexico  of  their  free  choice  of  government  nor  seek  to  main- 
tain any  permanent  occupation  or  dominion  there. 

"  It  is  true  that  the  purposes  or  policy  of  the  Emperor  of  France,  in 
these  respects,  may  change  with  changing  circumstances.  Although 
we  are  confiding,  we  are  not  therefore  unobservant,  and  in  no  case  are 
we  likely  to  neglect  such  provision  for  our  own  safety  as  every  x>eople 
must  always  be  prepared  to  fall  back  upon  when  a  nation  with  which 
they  have  lived  in  friendship  ceases  to  respect  its  moral  and  treaty 
obligations. 

<^In  giving  you  this  summary  of  our  positions,  I  have  simply  drawn 
off  from  the  records  the  instructions  under  which  Mr.  Dayton  is  acting 
at  Paris.  I  remain  of  the  opinion  that  national  dignity  is  best  con- 
served by  confining  the  discussion  of  these  affairs  to  the  Oabinets  of 
the  United  States,  France,  and  Mexico,  and  that  no  public  interest  is 
to  be  advlanced  by  opening  it  at  Vienna,  and  therefore  I  do  not  direct 
you  to  communicate  this  dispatch  to  the  imperial  royal  court." 

Mr.  Seward,  S«c.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Motley,  Oct.  9,  1863;  MSS.  Inst.,  AoBtrU; 
Dip.  Corr.,  18d3. 
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^'  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  reception  of  your  dispatch  of 
the  9th  instant  (No.  361),  which  brings  me  the  views  expressed  by  Mr. 
Dronyn  de  PHays  concerning  the  situation  in  Mexico.  Yarioas  consid- 
erations have  induced  the  President  to  avoid  taking  any  part  in  the 
speculative  debates  bearing  on  that  situation  which  have  been  carried 
on  in  the  capitals  of  Europe  as  well  as  in  those  of  America.  A  deter- 
mination to  err  on  the  side  of  strict  neutrality,  if  we  err  at  all,  in  a  war 
which  is  carried  on  between  two  nations  with  which  the  United  States 
are  maintaining  relations  of  amity  and  friendship,  was  prominent  among 
the  considerations  to  whicli  I  have  thus  referred. 

"  The  United  States,  nevertheless,  when  invited  by  France  or  Mexico, 
cannot  omit  to  express  themselves  with  perfect  frankness  upon  new  in- 
cidents, as  they  occur,  in  the  progress  of  that  war.  Mr.  Drouyn  de 
I'Huys  now  speaks  of  an  election  which  he  expects  to  be  held  in  Mex- 
ico, and  to  result  in  the  choice  of  His  Imperial  Highness  the  Prince 
Maximilian  of  Austria  to  be  Emperor  of  Mexico.  We  learn  from  other 
sources  that  the  prince  has  declared  his  willingness  to  accept  an  imperial 
throne  in  Mexico  on  three  conditions,  namely :  First,  that  he  shall  be 
called  to  it  by  the  universal  suffrage  of  the  Mexican  nation ;  secondly, 
that  he  shall  receive  indispensable  guarantees  for  the  integrity  and  in- 
dependence of  the  proposed  Empire ;  and,  thirdly,  that  the  head  of  his 
family,  the  Emperor  of  Austria,  shall  acquiesce. 

^^  Referring  to  these  facts,  Mr.  Drouyn  de  I'Huys  intimates  that  an 
early  acknowledgment  of  the  proposed  Empire  by  the  United  States 
would  be  convenient  to  France,  by  relieving  her,  sooner  than  might  be 
possible  under  other  circumstances,  from  her  troublesome  complications 
in  Mexico. 

'*•  Happily  the  French  Government  has  not  been  left  uninformed  that, 
in  the  opiniou  of  the  United  States,  the  permanent  establishment  of  a 
foreign  and  monarchical  government  in  Mexico  will  be  found  neither 
easy  nor  desirable.  You  will  inform  Mr.  Drouyn  de  I'Huys  that  this 
opinion  remains  unchanged.  On  the  other  hand,  the  United  States 
cannot  anticipate  the  action  of  the  people  of  Mexico,  nor  have  they  the 
least  purpose  or  desire  to  interfere  with  their  proceedings,  or  control  or 
interfere  with  their  free  choice,  or  disturb  them  in  the  enjoyment  of 
whatever  institutions  of  government  they  may,  in  the  exercise  of  an  ab- 
solute freedom,  establish.  It  is  proper,  also,  that  Mr.  Drouyn  de  PHuys 
should  be  informed  that  the  United  States  continue  to  regard  Mexico 
as  the  theater  of  a  war  which  has  not  yet  ended  in  the  subversion  of  the 
Government  long  existing  there,  with  which  the  United  States  remain 
in  the  relation  of  peace  and  sincere  friendship ;  and  that,  for  this  rea- 
son, the  United  States  are  not  now  at  liberty  to  consider  the  question 
of  r^>co^nizin*?  a  Government  which,  in  the  further  chances  of  war,  may 
come  into  its  place.  The  United  States,  consistently  with  their  principles, 
can  do  no  otherwise  than  leave  the  destinies  of  Mexico  in  the  keeping 
of  her  own  people,  and  recognize  their  sovereignty  and  independence  in 
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whatever  form  they  themselves  shall  choose  that  this  sovereignty  and 
independence  shall  be  manifested." 

Mr.  Seward,  Soc.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dayton,  Oct.  23,  1863;  M8S.  lost.,  France  9 
Dip.  Corr.,  1863. 

On  April  4,  1864,  it  was  resolved  without  dissent,  by  the  House  of 
Representatives,  that  ^^  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  are  unwilling 
by  silence  to  have  the  nations  of  the  world  under  the  impression  that 
they  are  indifferent  spectators  of  the  deplorable  events  now  transpiring 
in  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  and  that  they  think  fit  to  declare  that  it  does 
not  accord  with  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  acknowledge  any 
monarchical  government  erected  on  the  ruins  of  any  republican  govern- 
ment in  America  under  the  auspices  of  any  European  power." 

As  to  effect  of  thiajresolution  in  France,  see  Tucker's  Monroe  Doct.,  103. 

Mr.  Seward's  report  of  May  28,  1864,  as  to  the  coarse  of  trade  between  the  United 

States  and  France  daring  the  French  and  Mexican  war,  is  given  in  Senate 

Ex.  Doc.  No.  49,  38th  Cong.,  ^st  sess. 
As  to  neutrality  observed  between  the  beUigerente,  see  Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of 

State  to  Mr.  de  Montholon,  Nov.  10,  1865 ;  MSS.  Notes,  France. 
Mr.  Seward's  policy  of  non-intervention  in  the  Maximilian  war  in  Mexico  is 

vindicated  in  103  N.  Am.  Rev.,  498,  Oct.,  1866. 

'^  We  recognize  the  right  of  sovereign  nations  to  carry  on  war  with 
each  other  if  they  do  not  invade  our  right,  or  menace  our  safety  or  just 
influence.  The  real  cause  of  our  national  discontent  is  that  the  French 
army  which  is  now  in  Mexico,  is  invading  a  domestic  republican  gov- 
ernment there,  which  was  established  by  her  people,  and  with  whom 
the  United  States  sympathize  most  profoundly,  for  the  avowed  purpose 
of  suppressing  it,  and  establishing  upon  its  ruins  a  foreign  monarchical 
government,  whose  presence  there,  so  long  as  it  should  endure,  could 
not  but  be  regarded  by  the  people  of  the  United  States  as  injurious  and 
menacing  to  their  own  chosen  and  endeared  republican  institutions." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  de  Montholon,  Dec.  6,  1865 ;  MSS.  Notes, 
France. 

^^  It  has  been  the  President's  purpose  that  France  should  be  respect- 
fully informed  upon  two  points,  namely ;  &rst,  that  the  United  States 
earnestly  desire  to  continue  and  to  cultivate  sincere  friendship  with 
France;  secondly,  that  this  policy  would  be  brought  into  imminent 
jeopardy  unless  France  could  deem  it  consistent  with  her  interest  and 
honor  to  desist  from  the  prosecution  of  armed  intervention  in  Mexico 
to  overthrow  the  domestic  republican  government  existing  there,  and 
to  establish  upon  its  ruins  the  foreign  monarchy  which  has  been  at- 
tempted to  be  inaugurated  in  the  capital  of  that  country." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bigelow,  Dec.  16, 1865;  MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

See  further,  same  to  same,  July  13,  1865. 

On  this  subject  see  Tucker's  Monroe  Doct.,  97  Jf. 

As  to  French  occupation  of  Mexico,  see  Mr.  Seward's  report  of  Deo.  21, 1865, 
with  documents  annexed ;  Sen.  Ex.  Doc.  Nos.  5,  6, 39th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  As  to 
Franch  evacuation  of  Mexico,  seu  House  Ex  Doc.  No.  93, 39th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 

For  President's  message  on  Mexican  affairs,  with  documents,  see  House  Ex. 
Doc.  No.  20,  30th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 
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'^  With  these  explanations  I  proceed  to  say  that,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  President,  France  need  not  for  a  moment  delay  her  promised  with- 
drawal of  military  forces  from  Mexico,  and  her  putting  the  principle  of 
non-intervention  into  fall  and  complete  practice  in  regard  to  Mexico, 
through  any  apprehension  that  the  United  States  ^ill  prove  unfaithful 
to  the  principles  and  policy  in  that  respect,  which,  on  their  behalf,  it  has 
been  my  duty  to  maintain  in  this  now  very  lengthened  correspondence. 
The  practice  of  this  Government,  from  its  beginning,  is  a  guarantee  to 
all  nations  of  the  respect  of  the  American  people  for  the  free  sovereignty 
of  the  people  in  every  other  state." 

Mr.  Seward,  -Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  de  Montholon,  Feb.  12,  1806;  MSS.  Notes, 

France. 
For  yindication  of  the  policy  of  the  United  States  towards  Maximilian  and  the 

French  invasion  of  Mexico  in  1863-'6,  see  Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr. 

de  Montholon,  Ap.  25,  1866;  MSS.  Notes,  France. 

The  United  States,  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Steward,  in  a  letter  of  March 
19, 1866,  to  Mr.  Motley  (Austria),  '^cannot  regard  with  unconcern"  the 
enlistment  in  Paris  of  troops  to  aid  the  £mperor  Maximilian  in  Mexico. 

See  also  Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Motley,  March  19,  1866;  MSS.  Inst., 

Austria. 
Mr.  Seward's  report  on  Mexico,  of  March  20,  1866,  is  in  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  73, 

39th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 

On  April  6, 1866,  Mr.  Motley  was  instructed  by  Mr.  Seward,  to  state  to 
the  Austrian  Government  "  that  in  the  event  of  hostilities  being  carried 
on  hereafter  in  Mexico  by  Austrian  subjects,  under  the  command  or  with 
the  sanction  of  the  Oovernment  of  Vienna,  the  United  States  will  feel  them- 
selves at  liberty  to  regard  those  hostilities  as  constituting  a  state  of  war 
by  Austria  against  the  Eepublic  of  Mexico ;  and  in  regard  to  such  war, 
waged  at  this  time  and  under  existing  circumstances,  the  United  States 
could  not  engage  to  remain  as  silent  and  neutral  spectators.'' 

See  also  Mr.  Seward  to  Mr.  Motley,  Ap.  16,  1866,  and  also  confidential  letter  of 
same  date,  in  which  Mr.  Motley  was  instmcted  to  withdraw  from  Vienna 
in  case  troops  were  sent  from  Austria  to  Mexico.  The  result  was  that  no 
troops  were  sent  from  Austria  to  Mexico.  See  Mr.  Seward  to  Mr.  Motley, 
June  9,  1866 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Austria. 

<<  You  are  aware  that  a  friendly  and  explicit  arrangement  exists  be- 
tween this  Government  and  the  Emperor  of  France,  to  the  efTect  that 
he  will  withdraw  his  expeditionary  military  forces  from  Mexico  in  three 
parts ;  the  first  of  which  shaU  leave  Mexico  in  November  next,  the  sec- 
ond in  March  next,  and  the  third  in  November,  1867,  and  that  upon  the 
evacuation  being  thus  completed,  the  French  Government  will  imme- 
diately come  upon  the  ground  of  nonintervention  in  regard  to  Mexico 
which  is  held  by  the  United  States. 

'<  Doubts  have  been  entertained  and  expressed  in  some  quarters  upon 
the  question  whether  the  French  Government  will  faithfully  execute 
this  agreement    No  such  doubts  have  been  entertained  by  the  Pres|- 
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dent,  who  has  had  repeated  and  even  recent  assarances  that  the  com- 
plete evacaation  of  Mexico  by  the  French  will  be  coDsammated  at  the 
periods  mentioned,  or  earlier  if  compatible  with  climatical,  military,  and 
other  conditions.^ 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Campbell,  Oct.  25, 1866;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. 

Ab  to  attempts  of  Santa  Anna  and  Ortego  in  1866  to  overthrow  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment, see  Mr.  Seward's  Bep.,  Dec.  14,  1866 ;  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  17, 
39th  Cong.,  'Jd  sees. 

As  to  proceedings  in  Mexico  under  French  occupation,  seo  Mr.  Seward's  report, 
Jan.  29,  1867;  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  76,  39th  Coug.,  2d  sess. 

As  to  subsequent  proceedings  in  Mexico,  see  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  20, 40th  Cong., 
1st  sess.;  House  Ex.  Doo.  No.  30,  40th  Cong.,  1st  seas. ;  House  Ex.  Doc.  No. 
31,  iM, 

"The  revolution  which  recently  occurred  in  Mexico  was  followed  by 
the  accession  of  the  successful  party  to  power  and  the  installation  of 
its  chief,  General  Porflrio  Diaz,  in  the  Presidential  office.  It  has  been 
the  custom  of  the  United  States,  when  such  changes  of  Government 
have  heretofore  occurred  in  Mexico,  to  recognize  and  enter  into  official 
relations  with  the  de  facto  Government  as  soon  as  it  should  appear  to 
have  the  approval  of  the  Mexican  people,  and  should  manifest  a  dispo- 
sition to  adhere  to  the  obligations  of  treaties  and  international  friend- 
ship. In  the  present  case  such  official  recognition  has  been  deferred  by 
the  occurrences  on  the  Bio  Grande  border,  the  records  of  which  have 
been  already  communicated  to  each  house  of  Congress,  In  answer  to 
their  respective  resolutions  of  inquiry.  Assurances  have  been  received 
that  the  authorities  at  the  seat  of  the  Mexican  Government  have  both 
the  disposition  and  the  power  to  prevent  and  punish  such  unlawful  in- 
vasious  and  depredations.  It  is  earnestly  to  be  hoped  that  events  may 
prove  these  assurances  to  be  well  founded.  The  best  interests  of  both 
countries  require  the  maintenance  of  peace  upon  the  border,  and  the 
developmcDt  of  commerce  between  the  two  Bepublics.    (See  infra^  §  70.) 

"it  is  gratifying  to  add  that  this  temporary  interruption  of  official 
relations  has  not  prevented  due  attention  by  the  representatives  of  the 
United  'States  in  Mexico  to  the  protection  of  American  citizens,  so  far 
as  practicable.  Kor  has  it  interfered  with  the  prompt  payment  of  the 
amounts  due  from  Mexico  to  the  United  States  under  the  treaty  of  July 
4, 1868,  and  the  awards  of  the  Joint  commission.  While  I  do  not  an- 
ticipate an  interruption  of  friendly  relations  with  Mexico,  yet  I  cannot 
but  look  with  some  solicitude  upon  a  continuance  of  border  disorders 
as  exposing  the  two  countries  to  initiations  of  popular  feeling  and  mis- 
chances of  action  which  are  naturally  unfavorable  to  complete  amity. 
Firmly  determined  that  nothing  shall  be  wanting  on  my  part  to  pro- 
mote a  good  understanding  between  the  two  nations,  I  yet  must  ask 
the  attention  of  Congress  to  the  actual  occurrences  on  the  border,  that 
the  lives  and  pro|>erty  of  our  citizens  may  be  adequately  protected  and 
peace  preserved." 

P]resi4ent  Ha^es,  First  Auniial  Message,  1877. 
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'^  Since  the  resumption  of  diplomatic  relations  with  Mexico,  corre- 
spondence has  been  opened,  and  still  continues,  between  the  two  Govern- 
ments upon  the  various  questions  which  at  one  time  seemed  to  endanger 
their  relations.  While  no  formal  agreement  has  been  reached  as  to  the 
troubles  on  the  border,  much  has  been  done  to  repress  and  diminish 
them.  The  effective  force  of  United  States  troops  on  the  Bio  Grande, 
by  a  strict  and  faithful  compliance  with  instructions,  has  done  much  to 
remove  the  sources  of  dispute,  and  it  is  now  understood  that  a  like  force 
of  Mexican  troops  on  the  other  side  of  the  river  is  also  making  an 
energetic  movement  against  the  marauding  Indian  tribes.  This  Grov- 
ernment  looks  with  the  greatest  satisfaction  ui)on  every  evidence  of 
strength  in  the  national  authority  of  Mexico,  and  upon  every  effort  put 
forth  to  prevent  or  to  punish  incursions  upon  our  territory.  Belactant 
to  assume  any  action  or  attitude  in  the  control  of  these  incursions,  by 
military  movements  across  the  border,  not  imperatively  demanded  for  the 
protection  of  the  lives  and  property  of  our  own  citizens,  I  shall  take  the 
earliest  opportunity,  consistent  with  the  proper  discharge  of  this  plain 
duty,  to  recognize  the  ability  of  the  Mexican  Government  to  restrain 
effectively  violations  of  our  territory.  It  is  proposed  to  hold  next  year 
an  international  exhibition  in  Mexico,  and  it  is  believed  that  the  dis- 
play of  the  agricultural  and  manufacturing  products  of  the  two  nations 
will  tend  to  better  understanding  and  increased  commercial  intercourse 
between  their  people." 

President  Hayes,  Second  Annual  Message,  1878. 

^^  As  the  relations  between  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
and  that  of  Mexico  happily  grow  more  amicable  and  intimate,  it  is  but 
natural  that  a  disposition  should  in  like  manner  develop  itself  between 
the  citizens  of  the  respective  countries  to  seek  new  means  of  fostering 
their  material  interests,  and  that  the  ties  which  spring  from  commercial 
interchange  should  tend  to  grow  and  strengthen  with  the  growing  and 
strengthening  spirit  of  good-will  which  animates  both  peoples.  That 
this  spirit  exists  is  one  of  the  most  evident  proofs  that  tjie  frank  and 
conciliatory  policy  of  the  United  States  towards  Mexico  has  borne  and 
is  bearing  good  fruit.  It  is  especially  visible  in  the  rapidly  extending 
desire  on  the  part  of  the  citizens  of  this  country  to  take  an  active  share 
in  the  prosecution  of  those  industrial  enterprises  for  which  the  magnifi- 
cent resources  of  Mexico  offer  so  broad  and  promising  a  field,  and  in  the 
responsive  and  increasing  disposition  which  is  manifest  on  the  part  of 
the  Mexican  people  to  welcome  such  projects.  !N'o  fact  in  the  historical  1 
relations  of  the  two  great  Republics  of  the  northern  continent  is  mon* 
fraught  with  happy  promises  for  both,  and  it  is  a  source  of  especial  grati- 
fication to  this  Government  that  the  jealousies  and  distrusts  which  have 
at  times  in  the  past  clouded  the  perfect  course  of  the  mutual  relations 
of  the  two  Governments  are  thus  yielding  to  the  ir»ore  wholesome  sj»irit 
of  reciprocal  frankness  and  conliclence. 
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^*  It  seems  to  me  proi)er  at  this  time,  ^hen  a  new  Administration  has 
cou6titationally  and  peacefully  come  into  power  in  Mexico,  devoted  to 
fulfilling  and  extending  the  just  policy  of  its  predecessor,  to  call  your 
attention  to  those  general  precepts  which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Presi- 
dent, should  govern  the  relations  between  the  two  Republics,  and  to 
bear  testimony  to  which  will  be  your  most  important  duty  as  the  diplo- 
matic representative  of  the  United  States. 

^^  The  record  of  the  last  fifteen  years  must  have  removed  from  the 
minds  of  the  enlightened  statesmen  of  Mexico  any  possibly  lingering 
doubt  touching  the  policy  of  the  United  States  toward  her  sister  Be- 
public.  That  policy  is  one  of  faithful  and  impartial  recognition  of  the 
independence  and  the  integrity  of  the  Mexican  nation.  At  this  late 
day  it  needs  no  disclaimer  on  our  part  of  the  existence  of  even  the 
faintest  desire  in  the  United  States  for  territorial  extension  south  of  the 
Rio  Grande.  The  boundaries  of  the  two  Republics  have  been  long  set- 
tled in  conformity  with  the  best  jurisdictional  interests  of  both.  The 
line  of  demarkation  is  not  conventional  merely.  It  is  more  than  that. 
It  separates  a  Spanish- American  people  from  a  Saxon- American  people. 
It  divides  one  great  nation  from  another  with  distinct  and  natural 
finality.  The  increasing  prosperity  of  both  coraiionwealths  can  only 
draw  into  closer  nnion  the  friendly  feeling,  the  poStical  sympathy',  and 
the  correlated  interests  which  their  history  anwneighborhood  have 
created  and  encouraged.  In  all  your  intercou^  with  the  Mexican 
Government  and  people  it  must  be  your  chiefest  endeavor  correctly  to 
reflect  this  firm  conviction  of  your  Government. 

^^  It  has  been  the  fortunate  lot  of  this  country  that  long  years  of  peace 
and  prosperity — of  constant  devotion  to  the  arts  and  industries  which 
make  the  true  greatness  of  a  nation — have  given  to  the  United  States 
an  abundance  of  skilled  labor,  a  wealth  of  active  and  com))etent  enter- 
prise, and  a  large  accumulation  of  capital,  for  which  even  its  own  vast 
resources  fail  to  give  full  scope  for  the  untiring  energy  of  its  citizens. 
It  is  but  natural,  therefore,  that  a  part  of  this  great  store  of  national 
vitality  should  seek  the  channels  which  are  offered  by  the  wonderful  and 
scarcely  developed  resources  of  Mexico,  and  that  American  enterprise 
and  capital  should  tend  to  find  their  just  employment  in  building  up 
the  internal  prosperity  of  that  Republic  on  like  firm  bases,  and  in  open- 
ing new  commercial  relationship  between  the,two  countries. 

'*  It  is  a  source  of  profound  gratification  to  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  that  the  political  condition  of  Mexico  is  so  apparently 
and  assuredly  in  the  path  of  stability,  and  the  administration  of  its 
constitutional  Government  so  regular,  that  it  can  offer  to* foreign  capital 
that  just  and  certain  protection  without  which  the  prospect  even  of  ex- 
travagant profit  will  fail  to  tempt  the  extension  of  safe  and  enduring 
commercial  and  industrial  enterprise.  It  is  still  more  gratifying  that 
with  a  full  comprehension  of  the  great  political  and  social  advantages 
of  such  a  mode  of  developing  the  material  resources  of  the  country,  the 
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Goyernment  of  Mexico  ccrrdially  lends  its  influence  to  the  spirit  of  wel- 
come and  encouragement  with  which  the  Mexican  people  seem  disposed 
to  greet  the  importation  of  wealth  and  enterprise  in  their  midst.  The 
progress  now  making  in  this  direction  by  the  National  Government  of 
Mexico  is  but  an  earnest  of  the  great  good  which  may  be  accomplished 
when  the  intimate  and  necessary  relations  of  the  two  countries  and  peo- 
ples are  better  understood  than  now.  To  conduce  to  this  better  under- 
standing must  be  your  constant  labor.  While,  therefore,  carefully 
avoiding  all  appearance  of  advocacy  of  any  individual  undertaking 
which  citizens  of  the  United  States  may  desire  to  initiate  in  Mexico, 
you  will  take  every  opportunity  which  you  may  deem  judicious  to  make 
clear  the  spirit  and  motive  which  control  this  movement  in  the  direction 
of  developing  Mexican  resources,  and  will  impress  upon  the  Government 
of  Mexico  the  earnest  wish  and  hope  felt  by  the  people  and  Government 
of  this  country  that  these  resources  may  be  multiplied  and  rendered 
fruitful  for  the  primary  benefit  of  the  Mexican  people  themselves ;  that 
the  forms  of  orderly,  constitutional,  and  stable  government  may  be 
strengthened  as  domestic  wealth  increases  and  as  the  conservative 
spirit  of  widely  distributed  and  permanent  vested  interests  is  more  and 
more  felt ;  that  the  administration  of  the  Mexican  finances,  fostered  by 
these  healthful  tendencies,  may  be  placed  on  a  firm  basis;  that  the 
rich  sections  of  the  great  territory  of  the  Bepnblic  may  be  brought  into 
closer  intercommunication ;  in  a  word,  that  Mexico  may  quickly  and 
beneficially  attain  the  place  toward  which  she  is  so  manifestly  tending 
as  one  of  the  most  powerful,  well-ordered,  and  prosperous  states  in  the 
harmonious  system  of  western  Bepublics. 

^^  In  future  dispatches  more  detaiUul  instructions  will  be  given  you 
touching  certain  points  of  interest  to  the  two  Governments  in  the  direc- 
tion of  an  enlarged  reciprocal  trade  and  interchange  of  commodities. 
It  is  my  present  design  simply  to  acquaint  you  with  the  President's 
views  and  feeling  toward  Mexico  and  the  spirit  which  will  animate  his 
policy.'' 

Mr.  Blaine,  Seo.  of  State,  to  lir.  Morgan,  June  1,  1881 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. ;  For. 
Bel.,  1881. 

'^  I  had  hardly  completed  my  instruction  to  you  of  the  16th  instant, 
No.  138,  when  information  reached  me  from  the  United  States  minister 
at  the  Guatemalan  capital,  placing  in  a  still  graver  light  the  condition 
of  the  relations  between  Mexico  and  Guatemala,  touching  the  possession 
of  the  territory  of  Soconusco.  In  fact,  so  serious  is  the  apprehension 
caused  in  the  mind  of  the  President  by  these  untoward  reports,  that  I 
feel  constrained  to  supplement  my  previous  instructions  to  you  on  the 
subject  with  even  more  of  energy  and  succinctness. 

^^  It  appears  now  as  though  the  movement  on  the  part  of  Mexico  was 
not  merely  to  obtain  possession  of  the  disputed  territory,  but  to  precip- 
itate hostilities  with  Guatemala,  with  the  ultimate  view  of  extending 
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her  borders  by  actual  conquest.  Large  bodies  of  Mexican  troops  are 
said  to  be  on  their  way  to  Soconnsco,  and  the  exigency  is  reported  to 
be  so  alarming  that  plans  for  national  defense  are  uppermost  in  the 
minds  of  President  Barrios  and  his  advisers.  Frequent  border  raids 
into  Guatemalan  territory  have  inflamed  the  passions  of  the  residents 
of  the  frontier  country,  and  the  imminence  of  a  collision  is  very  great. 
Of  the  possible  consequence  of  war  it  may  be  premature  to  speak,  but 
the  information  possessed  by  the  Department  intimates  the  probable 
extension  of  hostilities  to  the  other  Central  American  states  and  their 
eventual  absorption  into  the  Mexican  federal  system. . 

<'I  cannot  believe  it  possible  that  these  designs  can  seriously  enter  into 
the  policy  of  the  Mexican  Government.  Of  late  years  the  American 
movement  toward  fixity  of  boundaries  and  abstention  from  territorial 
enlargement  has  been  so  marked,  and  so  necessarily  a  part  of  the  con- 
tinental policy  of  tiie  American  Bepublics,  that  any  departure  there- 
from becomes  necessarily  a  menace  to  the  interests  of  all. 

<^  This  is  a  matter  touching  which  the  now  established  policy  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  refrain  from  territorial  acquisition 
gives  it  the  right  to  use  its  friendly  offices  in  discouragement  of  any 
movement  on  the  part  of  neighboring  States  which  may  tend  to  dis- 
turb the  balance  of  power  between  them.  More  than  this,  the  mainte- 
nance of  this  honorable  attitude  of  example  involves  to  a  large  extent  a 
moral  obligation  on  our  part,  as  the  strong  but  disinterested  friend  of 
all  our  sister  states,  to  exert  our  influence  for  the  preservation  of  the 
national  life  and  integrity  of  any  one  of  them  against  aggression, 
whether  this  may  come  from  abroad  or  from  another  American  Republic. 

^^  No  state  in  the  American  system  has  more  unequivocally  condemned 
the  forcible  extension  of  domain,  at  the  expense  of  a  weaker  neighbor, 
than  Mexico  herself;  and  no  state  more  heartily  concurs  in  the  con- 
demnation of  fiiibusterism  in  every  form  than  the  United  States.  It  is 
clearly  to  the  mutual  interest  of  the  two  countries,  to  whose  example 
the  success  of  republican  institutions  on  this  continent  is  largely  due, 
.that  theit*  policy  in  this  regard  should  be  identical  and  unmistakable. 

^<  As  long  as  the  broadened  international  diplomacy  of  our  day  affords 
peaceable  recourse  to  principles  of  equity  and  justice  in  settlement  of 
controversies  like  that  between  Mexico  and  Guatemala,  the  outbreak 
of  a  war  between  them  would,  in  the  judgment  of  the  President,  involve 
mnch  farther-reaching  results  than  the  mere  transitory  disturbance  of 
the  entente  cordials  so  much  desired  by  the  United  States  Government 
between  all  the  American  Bepublics.  Besides  the  transfers  of  territory 
which  might  follow  as  enforced  compensation  for  the  costs  of  a  war,  it 
is  easy  to  foresee  the  serious  complications  and  consequent  dangers  to 
the  American  system,  should  an  opening  be  afforded  to  foreign  powers 
to  thrQw  their  influence  or  force  into  the  scale  in  determination  of  the 
contest.  Mexico  herself  has  but  too  recently  recovered  from  the  effects 
of  such  a  foreign  constraint  not  to  appreciate  at  its  full  force  the  con- 
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sideration  thus  presented.  The  peaceful  mainteDanceof  tbc  Htattot  quo 
of  the  Amencaii  (lommonwealths  is  of  the  very  esseuce  of  their  policy 
of  harmoiiioas  alliance  for  self-preservation^  and  is  of  even  more  impor- 
tance to  Mexico  than  to  the  United  States. 

*<  I  have  adverted  in  my  No.  138  to  the  desire  of  the  United  States  that 
its  neighbors  should  possess  strong  and  prosperous  Governments,  to  the 
assurance  of  their  tranquillity  from  internal  disturbance  and  outside  in- 
terference. While  we  wish  this  happy  result  for  Mexico,  we  equally 
wish  it  for  the  other  Spanish-American  nations.  It  is  no  less  indispen- 
sable to  the  welfare  of  Central  America  than  of  Mexico,  and,  by  moral 
influence  and  the  interposition  of  good  offices,  it  is  the  desire  and  the 
intention  of  the  United  States  to  hold  up  the  Bepublics  of  Central 
America  in  their  old  strength  and  to  do  all  that  may  be  done  toward 
insuring  the  tranquillity  of  their  relations  among  themselves  and  their 
collective  security  as  an  association  of  allied  interests,  possessing  in 
their  common  relationship  to  the  outer  world  all  of  the  elements  of 
national  existence.  In  this  enlarged  policy  we  confidently  ask  the  co- 
operation of  Mexico.  A  contrary  course  on  her  part  would  only  be 
regarded  as  an  unwise  step,  while  any  movement  directly  leading  to  the 
absorption,  in  whole  or  part,  of  her  weaker  neighbors  would  be  deemed 
an  act  unfriendly  to  the  best  interests  of  America. 

^^It  is  desired  that  you  should  make  earnest  but  calm  representation 
of  these  views  of  the  President  to  the  Mexican  minister  of  foreign  affairs. 
In  addition  to  embodying  the  main  points  of  my  previous  instruction. 
No.  138,  you  will  make  use  of  such  temperate  reasoning  as  will  serve  to 
show  Seiior  Mariscal  that  we  expect  every  effort  to  be  made  by  his  Gov- 
ernment to  avert  a  conflict  with  Guatemala,  by  diplomatic  means,  or, 
these  failing,  by  resort  to  arbitration.  And  you  will  especially  intimate 
discreetly,  but  distinctly,  that  the  good  feeling  between  Mexico  and  the 
United  States  will  be  fortified  by  a  frank  avowal  that  the  Mexican  policy 
toward  the  neighboring  states  is  not  one  of  conquest  or  aggrandize- 
ment, but  of  conciliation,  peace,  and  friendship. 

"  I  have  written  this  instruction  rather  to  strengthen  your  own  hands 
in  the  execution  of  the  delicate  and  responsible  duty  thus  confided  to 
you  than  with  a  view  to  its  formal  communication  to  Senor  Mariscal 
by  reading  and  leaving  a  copy  of  it  with  him.  If,  in  your  discretion, 
the  important  ends  in  view  will  be  subserved  by  your  making  the  min- 
ister acquainted  with  portions  hereof,  you  are  at  liberty  to  do  so,  while 
regarding  the  instruction  as  a  whole  in  a  confidential  light,  and  as  sup- 
plementary to  my  No.  138,  which  you  have  been  authorized  to  commu- 
nicate in  extemo,  if  desirable." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  June  21,  1881 ;  MSS.  Inst.  Mex. ;  For. 
Bel.,  1881. 

"  Referring  to  your  correspondence  with  this  Department  since  its  in- 
struction tendering  the  good  offices  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
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States  in  aid  of  the  amicable  settlement  of  the  differences  between 
Mexico  and  Guatemala,  I  have  to  remark  that  it  would  be  a  matter  of 
the  gravest  disappointment  if  I  foond  myself  compelled  to  agree  with 
you  in  the  conclusion  which  yon  seem  to  have  reached  in  your  last  dis- 
patch. 

"  Eeporting  in  your  Ko.  273,  of  September  22, 1881,  your  most  recent 
conversation  with  Senor  Mariscal,  the  Mexican  secretary  for  foreign 
affiairs,  you  say : 

*^  ^  I  venture  to  suggest  that,  unless  the  Government  is  prepared  to 
announce  to  the  Mexican  Government  that  it  will  actively,  if  necessary, 
preserve  the  peace,  it  would  be  the  part  of  wisdom  on  our  side  to 
leave  the  matter  where  it  is.  Negotiations  on  the  subject  will  not  ben- 
efit Guatemala,  and  you  may  depend  upon  it  what  we  have  already 
done  in  this  direction  has  not  tended  to  the  increasing  of  the  cordial 
relations  which  I  know  it  is  so  much  your  desire  to  cultivate  with  this 
nation.' 

"  *  To  leave  the  matter  where  it  is,'  you  must  perceive,  is  simply  impos- 
sible, tor  it  will  not  remain  there.  The  friendly  relations  of  the  United 
States  and  Mexico  would  certainly  not  be  promoted  by  the  refusal  of 
the  good  offices  of  this  Government,  tendered  in  a  spirit  of  the  most 
cordial  regard  both  for  the  interests  and  honor  of  Mexico,  and  suggested 
only  by  the  earnest  desire  to  prevent  a  war  useless  in  its  purpose, 
deplorable  in  its  means,  and  dangerous  to  the  best  interests  of  all  the 
Central  American  Bepublics  in  its  consequences.  To  put  aside  such 
an  amicable  intervention  as  an  unfriendly  intrusion,  or  to  treat  it  as  I 
regret  to  see  the  Mexican  secretary  for  foreign  affairs  seems  disposed, 
as  a  partisan  manifestation  on  behalf  of  claims  which  we  have  not  ex- 
amined and  interests  which  we  totally  misunderstand,  can  certainly  not 
contribute  ^  to  the  increasing  of  the  cordial  relations  which  you  know 
it  is  so  much  our  desire  to  cultivate  with  Mexico.' 

'^  But,  more  than  this,  '  to  leave  the  matter  where  it  is '  is  to  leave 
Mexico  and  Guatemala  confronting  each  other  in  armed  hostility,  with 
the  certainty  that  irritation  and  anger  on  the  one  side  and  extreme  ap- 
prehension on  the  other  will  develop  some  untoward  incident  leading  to 
actual  collision.  In  such  event  no  successfull  resistance  can  be  antici- 
pated on  the  part  of  Guatemala.  Whether  the  claims  of  Mexico  be 
moderate  or  extravagant,  whether  the  cession  of  territory  be  confined 
to  the  present  alleged  boundary  lines  or  be  extended  to  meet  the 
necessities  of  a  war  indemnity,  there  would  be  another  lamentable  de- 
monstration on  this  continent  of  the  so-called  right  of  conquest,  the 
general  disturbance  of  the  friendly  relations  of  the  American  Republics, 
and  the  postponement  for  an  indefinite  period  of  that  sympathy  of  feel- 
ingy  that  community  of  purpose,  and  that  unity  of  interest,  upon  the 
development  of  which  depends  the  future  prosperity  of  these  countries. 

^<  The  Hepublic  of  Guatemal9>,  one  of  those  American  Republics  in 
whose  fortunes  the  United  States  naturally  feel  a  friendly  interest,  com- 
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muaicated  to  this  Oovernmcni  that  tbere  exisited  between  it  and  Mex- 
ico certain  dift'erenceH  whicb,  after  much  diplomatic  consultation,  had 
failed  to  reach  a  satisfactory  settlement.  Becognizing  the  relation  of 
the  United  States  to  all  the  Republics  of  this  continent,  aware  of  the 
friendly  services  which  this  Government  has  never  failed  to  render  to 
Mexico,  and  presuming  not  unnaturally  that  Mexico  would  receive  our 
amicable  counsel  with  cordiality  and  confidence,  the  Grovemment  of 
Guatemala  asked  our  good  offices  with  that  power  for  the  porpoae  of 
inducing  it  to  submit  to  an  impartial  arbitration  those  differences  opoo 
which  they  had  been  unable  to  agree. 

^'  To  refuse  such  a  request  would  not  only  have  been  a  violation  of  in- 
ternational courtesy  to  Guatemala,  but  an  indication  of  a  want  of  con- 
fidence in  the  purposes  and  character  of  the  Mexican  Gk>vemment  which 
we  could  not  and  did  not  entertain. 

^<  In  tendering  our  good  offices,  the  Mexican  Gk>vemment  was  dis- 
tinctly informed  that  the  United  States  ^  is  not  a  self-constituted  arbi- 
trator of  the  destinies  of  either  country  or  of  both  in  this  matter.  It  is 
simply  the  impartial  friend  of  both,  ready  to  tender  frank  and  earnest 
counsel  touching  anything  which  may  menace  the  peace  and  prosperity 
of  its  neighbors.' 

^^  Before  this  instxuction  could  have  reached  you,  information  was  re- 
ceived that  large  bodies  of  Mexican  troops  had  been  ordered  to  the  firont- 
ier  in  dispute.  You  were  therefore  directed  to  urge  upon  the  Mexican 
Government  the  propriety  of  abstaining  fh)m  all  such  hostile  demon- 
stration in  order  to  afford  opportunity  for  the  friendly  solution  of  tbe 
differences  between  the  two  Governments.  It  is  unnecessary  now  to  re- 
peat the  reasons  which  you  were  instructed  to  submit  to  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Mexican  Government,  and  which  were  stated  in  the  most 
earnest  and  friendly  spirit,  and  which  were  communicated  by  yon  to  the 
Mexican  secreti^ry  for  foreign  affairs  with  entire  fidelity. 

<^  I  now  learn  firom  your  dispatches  that  our  information  was  correct ; 
that  Mexican  troops  have  been  ordered  to  the  disputed  boundary  line, 
and  that,  while  the  Mexican  Government  does  not  absolutely  rcyect  a 
possible  future  arbitration,  it  is  unwilling  to  postpone  its  own  action  to 
further  discussion,  and  does  not  receive  the  good  offices  of  this  Govern- 
ment in  the  spirit  in  which  they  have  been  tendered.  The  United 
States  does  not  pretend  to  direct  the  policy  of  Mexico,  nor  has  it  made 
any  pretension  to  decide  in  advance  upon  the  merits  of  the  controversy 
between  Mexico  and  Guatemala.  The  Mexican  Government  is  of  coarse 
free  to  decline  our  counsel,  however  friendly.  But  it  is  necessary  that 
we  should  know  distinctly  what  the  Mexican  Government  has  decided. 
It  is  useless,  and  from  your  dispatches  I  infer  it  would  be  irritating,  to 
keep  before  the  Government  of  Mexico  the  offer  of  friendly  intervention, 
while,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  not  be  just  to  Guatemala  to  hold  that 
Government  in  suspense  as  to  whether  there  was  a  possibility  of  the 
acceptance  of  the  amicable  mediation  which  we  have  offered. 
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"  You  will,  tborefore,  upon  the  receipt  of  this  iustruction,  ask  for  an  in- 
terview with  the  secretary  for  foreign  affairs.  You  will  press  njion  his 
reconsideration  the  views  which  you  have  already  submitted  to  him ; 
assure  him  of  the  eaniestness  with  which  this  Government  desires  a 
peaceful  solution  of  the  existing  differences,  and  inform  him  of  our  pro- 
found regret  and  disai)poiutment  that  the  tender  of  our  good  ofSces 
has  not  been  received  in  the  spirit  in  which  it  was  made.  *  *  *  In 
reference  to  the  union  of  the  Central  American  Biepublics,  under  one  fed- 
eral government,  the  United  States  is  ready  to  avow  that  no  subject 
appeals  more  strongly  to  its  sympathy,  nor  more  decidedly  to  its  judg- ' 
ment.  Nor  is  this  a  new  policy.  For  many  years  this  Government  has 
urged  upon  the  Central  American  States  the  importance  of  such  an 
union  to  the  creation  of  a  well-ordered  and  constitutionally  governed 
Republic,  and  our  ministers  have  been  instructed  to  impress  this  upon 
the  individual  Governments  to  which  they  have  been  accredited,  and 
to  the  Central  American  statesmen  with  whom  they  have  been  asso- 
ciated. And  we  have  always  cherished  the  belief  that  in  this  effort  we 
had  the  sincere  sympathy  and  cordial  co-operation  of  the  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment Under  the  conviction  that  the  future  of  the  people  of  Central 
America  was  absolutely  dependent  upon  the  establishment  of  a  federal 
government  which  would  give  strength  abroad  and  maintain  peace  at 
home,  our  chief  motive  in  the  recent  communications  to  Mexico  wsiS  to 
prevent  the  diminution,  either  political  or  territorial,  of  any  one  of  these 
States,  or  the  disturbance  of  their  exterior  relations,  in  order  that, 
trusting  to  the  joint  aid  and  friendship  of  Mexico  and  the  United  States, 
they  might  be  encouraged  to  persist  in  their  effort  to  establish  a  gov- 
ernment which  would,  both  for  their  advantage  and  ours,  represent 
their  combined  wealth,  intelligence,  and  character. 

^^  If  this  Government  is  expected  to  infer  from  the  language  of  Seflor 
Mnriscal  that  the  prospect  of  such  a  result  is  not  agreeable  to  the 
policy  of  Mexico,  and  that  the  interest  which  the  United  States  have 
always  manifested  in  its  consummation  renders  unwelcome  the  friendly 
intervention  which  we  have  offered,  I  can  only  say  that  it  deepens  the 
regret  with  which  we  will  learn  the  decision  of  the  Mexican  Govern- 
ment, and  compels  me  to  declare  that  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  will  consider  a  hostile  demonstration  against  Guatemala  for  the 
avowed  purpose,  or  with  the  certain  result  of  weakening  her  power  in 
such  an  effort,  as  an  act  not  in  consonance  with  the  position  and  char- 
acter of  Mexico,  not  in  harmony  with  the  friendly  relations  existing 
between  us,  and  injurious  to  the  best  interests  of  all  the  Republics  of  this 
continent. 

^^  The  Government  of  the  United  States  has  the  sincerest  sympathy 
and  the  proibundest  interest  in  the  prosperity  of  the  Spanish  Republics 
of  America,  and  is  influenced  by  no  selfish  considerations  in  its  earnest 
efforts  to  prevent  war  between  them.    This  country  will  continue  its 
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policy  of  peace  even  if  it  cannot  have  the  great  aid  which  the  co-opera- 
tion of  Mexico  would  assure ;  and  it  will  hope,  at  no  distant  day,  to 
see  snch  concord  and  co-operation  between  all  the  nations  of  America 
as  will  render  war  impossible." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  Nov.  28,  1881;  MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. ;  For. 

BeL,  1881. 
As  to  mediation  in  wars  in  which  Mexico  was  a  belligerent,  see  9upra,  $  49. 
As  to  recognition  of  changes  of  Government  in  Mexico,  see  ii0*a,  i  70. 
As  to  a  temporary  protectorate  by  the  United  States  over  the  northern  por- 

tion8  of  Chihnahna  and  Sonera,  see  President  Bncbanan's  message  of  1858, 

quoted  supra,  $  500. 
As  to  claims  against  Mexico,  see  infra,  $  223. 

The  following  references  to  documents  relative  to  Mexico  are.  taken  from  the  list  of 

papers  concerning  foreign  relations  attached  to  the  register  of  the  Department 

of  State : 

Commercial  intercourse  with.  Not  deemed  advisable  to  conminnicate  correspond- 
ence on  the  subject  of  its  extension.  President's  message.  July  19, 1876. 
(H.  £x.  Doc.  185,  Forty-fourth  Congress,  firat  session.) 

Relations  with.  Historical  review.  Texas  border  troubles  and  extradition  re- 
port. Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs.  April  25, 1^8.  (H.  Rep.  701,  Forty- 
fifth  Congress,  second  session. ) 

Resolutions  touching  the  relations  with.  May  8, 1878.  (8.  Mis.  Doc.  63,  Forty- 
fifth  Congress,  second  session.) 

Commercial  relations  with.  President's  message.  January  7, 1879.  (H.  £x.  Doc. 
15,  Forty-fifth  Congress,  third  session.) 

Commercial  treaty  with.  Report  favoring  the  negotiation  of  such  treaties.  Feb- 
ruary 13, 1879.     (H.  Rep.  108,  Forty-fifth  Congress,  third  session.) 

Railroads  in.  Concessions  granted  by  Mexico  for.  President's  message.  Feb- 
ruary 28, 1879.    (S.  Ex.  Doc.  73,  Forty-fifth  Congress,  tbird  session.) 

Austin-Topolovampo  Railroad  survey  across  Mexico.  President's  message.  July 
1,1879  (S.Ex.  Doc.  38,  Forty-sixth  Congress,  first  session),  stating  that  the 
Department  of  State  has  no  information. 

Protection  of  the  Rio  Grande  frontier.  Report  of  Committee  on  Military  Affairs 
favoring  the  erection  of  suitable  posts  on  the  frontier  for  that  purpose.  De- 
cember 9,  1879.     (S.  Rep.  40,  Forty-sixth  Congress,  second  session.) 

Protection  of  the  Rio  Grande  frontier.  Report  of  Committee  on  Military  Affairs 
favoring  the  erection  of  suitable  posts  on  the  frontier  for  that  purpose.  Jan- 
uary 14, 1880.    (H.  Rep.  88,  Forty-sixth  Congress,  second  session.) 

Seizure  and  detention  of  the  Montana  by  the  customs  authorities  at  Mazatlan. 
Claim  of  Max  Bromberger.  President's  message.  February  27, 1880.  (S. 
£x.  Doc.  96,  Forty-sixth  Congress,  second  session.) 

Amendment  to  the  resolution  thanking  Mexican  Government  and  people  for  cour- 
tesies extended  to  American  merchants  who  recently  visited  that  country. 
April  8, 1880.    (H.  Rep.  1015,  Forty-sixth  Congress,  second  session.)    p.  1. 

Resolution  asking  whether  the  United  States  have  objected  to  Mexico  bringing 
suit  in  Un  ited  States  courts  vs.  American  citizens.  February  8, 1881.  (8.  Mis. 
Doc.  33,  Forty-sixth  Congress, third  session.) 

Proposed  reciprocity  treaty  with.  February  6,  1882.  (S.  Mis,  Doc.  45.  Forty- 
seventh  Congress,  first  session. ) 

Relations  between  Guatemala  and  the  United  States — ^the  boundary  question. 
President's  message.  February  17,  1882.  (S.  Ex.  Doc.  156,  Forty-seventh 
Congress,  first  session.) 
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Cominercial  treaty  with.  President's  message  retransmitting  the  same,  as  amended 
by  insertion  of  the  word  ''steel ''  in  item  (35)  66  of  the  list  appended  to  article 
2.  February  6, 1883.  (8.  Ex.  Doc.  75,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  second  ses- 
sion.) Report  recommending  that  it  be  canned  into  operation.  With  map. 
Jane  17,1884.      (H.  Rep.  1848,  Forty-eighih  Congress,  first  session.) 

Amendment  to  pending  treaty  asl^ed.  Memorial  of  Trinidad  and  San  Jos^  Silver 
Mining  Company.  Jannary  16.1883.  (S.  Mis.  Doc.  2;^,  Forty-seventh  Con- 
gress, second  session.) 

Trade  between  the  United  States  and,  and  traffic  over  railroads  connecting  the 
two  countries.  Letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  With  map.  Feb- 
ruary 8,  1884.     (H.  Ex.  Doc.  86,  Forty-eighth  Congress,  first  session.) 

Boundary  between  Guatemala  and.  President's  message,  transmitting  report  of 
the  Secretary  of  State.  May  6,  1884.  (H.  Ex.  Doc.  154,  Forty-eighth  Con- 
gress, first  session. ) 

Boundary  line  bet^^een  the  United  States  and.  Pi-esident's  message,  transmitting 
letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State  recommending  an  appropriation  for  relo- 
cating monuments  marking.  May  14,  IH84.  (H.  Ex.  Doc.  ir;8,  Forty-eighth 
Congress,  first  session.) 

Boundary  line  between  the  United  States  and.  Report  of  Lieut.  Thomas  W. 
Symons  concerning  a  preliminary  reconnoissance  of.  May  26,1884.  (S. 
Mis.  Doc.  96,  Forty-eighth  Congress,  first  session. ) 

Latest  law  of,  creating  or  modifying  the  Zona  Libre.  President's  message  trans- 
mitting report  of  the  Secretary  of  State.  June  12,  1884.  (S.  Ex.  Doc.  1P.5, 
Forty-eighth  Congress,  first  session.) 

(2)  Peru. 
§59. 

^^  The  deplorable  coudition  of  Peru,  the  disorganization  of  its  Gov- 
ernment, and  the  absence  of  precise  and  trustworthy  information  aa 
to  the  state  of  affairs  now  existing  in  that  unhappy  country,  render  it 
impossible  to  give  you  instructions  as  full  and  definite  as  I  would 
desire. 

^^  Judging  from  the  most  recent  dispatches  from  our  ministers,  you 
will  probably  find  on  the  part  of  the  Chilian  authorities  in  possession 
of  Peru  a  willingness  to  facilitate  the  establishment  of  the  provisional 
Government  wliich  has  been  attempted  by  Senor  Galderon.  If  so,  yon 
will  do  all  you  properly  can  to  encourage  the  Peruvians  to  accept  any 
reasonable  conditions  and  limitations  with  which  this  concession  may 
be  accompanied.  It  is  vitally  important  to  Peru  that  she  be  allowed 
to  resume  the  functions  of  a  native  and  orderly  Government,  both  for 
the  purposes  of  internal  administration  and  the  negotiation  of  peace. 
To  obtain  this  end  it  would  be  far  better  to  accept  conditions  which 
may  be  hard  and  unwelcome  than  by  demanding  too  much  to  force  the 
continuance  of  the  military  control  of  Chili.  It  is  hoped  that  you  will 
be  able,  in  your  necessary  association  with  the  Chilian  authorities,  to 
impress  upk>n  them  that  the  more  liberal  and  considerate  their  policy, 
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the  surer  it  will  be  to  obtain  a  lastiug  and  f^atisfactory  settlement.  The 
Peruvians  cannot  but  be  aware  of  the  sympathy  and  interest  of  the 
people  and  Government  of  the  United  States,  and  will,  I  feel  confident, 
be  prepared  to  give  to  your  representations  the  consideration  to  which 
the  friendly  anxiety  of  this  Government  entitles  them. 

'^The  United  States  cannot  refuse  to  recognize  the  rights  which  the 
Chilian  Government  has  acquired  by  the  successes  of  the  war,  and  it 
may  be  that  a  cession  of  territory  will  be  the  necessary  price  to  be  paid 
for  peace.  It  would  seem  to  be  injudicious  for  Peru  to  declare  that 
under  no  circumstances  could  the  loss  of  territory  be  accepted  as  the 
result  of  negotiation.  The  great  objects  of  the  provisional  authorities 
of  Peru  would  seem  to  be  to  secure  the  establishment  of  a  constitu- 
tional Government,  and  next  to  succeed  in  the  opening  of  negotiations 
for  peace  without  the  declaration  of  preliminary  conditions  as  an  tUH- 
matum  on  either  side.  It  will  be  difficult,  perhaps,  to  obtain  this  from 
Chili ;  but  as  the  Chilian  Government  has  distinctly  repudiated  the 
idea  that  this  was  a  war  of  conquest,  the  Government  of  Peru  may 
fairly  claim  the  opportunity  to  make  propositions  of  indemnity  and 
guarantee  before  submitting  to  a  cession  of  territory.  As  far  as  the 
influence  of  the  United  States  will  go  in  Chili,  it  will  be  exerted  to  in- 
duce the  Chilian  Government  to  consent  that  the  question  of  the  ces- 
sion of  territory  should  be  the  subject  of  negotiation  and  not  the  con- 
dition precedent  upon  which  alone  negotiation  shall  commence.  If  you 
can  aid  the  Government  of  Peru  in  securing  such  a  result,  you  will 
have  rendered  the  service  which  seems  most  pressing.  Whether  it  is 
in  the  power  of  the  Peruvian  Government  to  make  any  arrangements 
at  home  or  abroad,  singly  or  with  the  assistance  of  friendly  powers, 
which  will  furnish  the  necessary  indemnity  or  supply  the  required  guar- 
antee, you  will  be  better  able  to  advise  me  after  you  have  reached  your 
post. 

'*A8  you  are  aware,  more  than  one  proposition  has  been  submitted  to 
the  consideration  of  this  Government  looking  to  a  friendly  intervention 
by  which  Peru  might  be  enabled  to  meet  the  conditions  which  would 
probably  be  imposed.  Circumstances  do  not  seem  at  present  opportune 
for  such  action  ;  but  if,  upon  full  knowledge  of  the  condition  of  Pern, 
you  can  inform  this  Government  that  Peru  can  devise  and  carry  into 
practical  effect  a  plan  by  which  all  the  reasonable  conditions  of  Chili 
can  be  met  without  sacrificing  the  integrity  of  Peruvian  territory,  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  would  be  willing  to  offer  its  good  of- 
fices toward  the  execution  of  such  a  project. 

*^As  a  strictly  confidential  commuDication,  I  inclose  you  a  copy  of 
instructions  sent  this  day  to  the  United  States  minister  at  Santiago. 
You  will  thus  be  advised  of  the  position  which  this  Government  as- 
sumes toward  all  the  parties  to  this  deplorable  conflict.  It  is  the  de- 
sire of  the  United  States  to  act  in  a  spirit  of  the  sincerest  friendship 
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to  the  three  Bepablics,  and  to  use  its  inflnence  solely  in  the  interest  of 
an  honorable  and  lasting  peace."  • 

Mr.  Blaine,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hurlbat,  June  15, 1881;  MSS.  Inst.,  Pern ;  For. 
BeL,  1881. 

"  Your  dispatches  to  No.  23,  inclusive,  have  been  received,  and  I  learn 
with  regret  that  a  construction  has  been  put  upon  your  language  and 
conduct  indicating  a  policy  of  active  intervention  on  the  part  of  this 
Government,  beyond  the  scope  of  your  instructions.  As  those  instruc- 
tions were  clear  and  explicit,  and  as  this  Department  is  in  the  posses- 
sion of  no  information  which  would  seem  to  require  the  withdrawal  of 
the  confidence  reposed  in  you,  I  must  consider  this  interpretation  of 
your  words  and  acts  as  the  result  of  some  strange  and  perhaps  preju- 
diced misconception. 

<*  My  only  material  for  forming  an  opinion  consists  of  your  memoran- 
dum to  Admiral  Lynch,  your  letter  to  Senor  Garcia,  the  secretary  of 
General  Pi6rola,  and  the  convention  with  President  Calderon,  ceding 
a  naval  station  to  the  United  States.  I  would  have  preferred  that  you 
should  hold  no  communication  with  Admiral  Lynch  on  questions  of  a 
diplomatic  character.  He  was  present  as  a  military  commander  of 
Chilian  forces,  and  you  were  accredited  to  Peru.  Nor  do  I  conceive 
that  Admiral  Lynch,  as  the  commander  of  the  Chilian  army  of  occupa- 
tiou,  had  any  right  to  ask  or  receive  any  formal  assurance  from  you  as 
to  the  opinions  of  your  Government.  The  United  States  was  repre- 
sented in  Chili  by  a  properly  accredited  minister,  and  from  his  own 
Government  the  admiral  could  and  ought  to  have  received  any  informa- 
tion which  it  was  important  for  him  to  have.  It  was  to  be  expected, 
and  even  desired,  that  frank  and  friendly  relations  should  exist  between 
you,  but  I  cannot  consider  such  confidential  communication  as  justify- 
ing a  formal  appeal  to  your  colleague  in  Chili,  for  the  correction  or  crit- 
icism of  your  conduct.  If  there  was  anything  in  your  proceedings  in 
Peru  to  which  the  Government  of  Chili  could  properly  take  exception, 
a  direct  representation  to  this  Government,  through  the  Chilian  minis- 
ter here,  was  due,  both  to  the  Government  and  to  yourself. 

'^  Having  said  this,  I  must  add  that  the  language  of  the  memorandum 
was  capable  of  not  unnatural  construction.  While  you  said  nothing 
that  may  not  fairly  be  considered  warranted  by  your  instructions,  you 
omitted  to  say  with  equal  emphasis  some  things  which  your  instruc- 
tions supplied,  and  which  would  perhaps  have  relieved  the  sensitive 
apprehensions  of  the  Chilian  authorities.  For,  while  the  United  States 
would  unquestionably  '<  regard  with  disfavor"  the  imperious  annexa. 
tion  of  Peruvian  territory  as  the  right  of  conquest,  you  were  distinctly 
informed  that  this  Government  could  not  refuse  to  recognize  that  such 
annexation  might  become  a  necessary  condition  in  a  final  treaty  of 
peace.  And  the  main  purpose  of  your  effort  was  expected  to  be.  not 
60  much  a  protest  against  any  possible  anue^si>tioo9  as  an  attempt  by 
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friendly  but  unofficial  commnnications  with  the  Chilian  authorities 
(with  whom  you  were  daily  associated),  to  induce  them  to  support  the 
policy  of  giving  to  Peru,  without  the  imposition  of  harsh  and  absolute 
conditions  precedent,  the  opportunity  to  show  that  the  rights  and  in 
t^rests  of  Chili  could  be  satisfied  without  such  annexation.  There  is 
enough  in  your  memorandum,  if  carefully  considered,  to  indicate  this 
purpose,  and  I  only  regret  that  you  did  not  state  it  with  a  distinctnesSi 
and  if  necessary  with  a  repetition,  which  would  have  made  impossible 
anything  but  the  most  willt'al  misconception. 

"As  at  present  advised  I  must  express  disapproval  of  your  letter  to 
Se£Lor  Garcia,  the  secretary  of  General  Pi^rola.  I  think  that  your 
proper  course  in  reference  to  Garcia's  communication  would  have  been 
either  entirely  to  ignore  it  as  claiming  an  official  character  which  yon 
conld  not  recognize,  or,  if  you  deemed  that  courtesy  required  a  reply, 
to  state  that  you  were  accredited  to  the  Calderon  government,  and 
could,  therefore,  know  no  other,  and  that  any  communication  which 
General  Pi^rola  thought  it  his  duty  or  interest  to  make  must  be  made 
directly  to  the  Government  at  Washington.  You  had  no  responsibility 
in  the  matter,  and  it  was  injudicious  to  assume  anj.  The  recognition 
of  the  Calderon  government  had  been  duly  considered  and  decided  by 
your  own  Government,  and  you  were  neither  instructed  nor  expected 
to  furnish  General  Pi6rola  or  the  Peruvian  public  with  the  reasons  for 
that  action.  The  following  language  in  your  letter  to  Senor  Garcia 
might  well  be  misunderstood: 

"  ^  Chili  desires,  and  asks  for  Tarapac4,  and  will  recognize  the  Govern- 
ment which  agrees  to  its  cession.  The  Calderon  government  will  not 
cede  it.  It  remains  to  be  seen  whether  that  of  Pi^rola  will  prove  more 
pliable.'" 

"  It  might  easily  be  supposed,  by  an  excited  public  opinion  on  either 
side,  that  such  language  was  intended  to  imply  that  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  had  recognized  the  government  of  Calderon  be- 
cause of  its  resolution  not  to  cede  Peruvian  territorv.  No  such  motive 
has  ever  been  declared  by  this  Government.  The  government  of  Cald- 
eron was  recognized  because  we  believed  it  to  the  inte»st  of  both  Chill 
and  Peru  that  some  respectable  authority  should  be  established  which 
could  restore  internal  order,  and  initiate  responsible  negotiations  for 
peace.  We  desired  that  the  Peruvian  Government  should  have  a  fair 
opportunity  to  obtain  the  best  terms  it  could,  and  hoped  that  it  would 
be  able  to  satisfy  the  just  demands  of  Chili  without  the  painful  sacri- 
fice of  the  national  territory.  But  we  did  not  make,  and  never  intended 
to  make,  any  special  result  of  the  peace  negotiations  the  basis  of  oiu* 
recognition  of  the  Calderon  government.  What  was  best,  and  what 
was  possible  for  Peru  to  do,  we  are  anxious  to  the  extent  of  our  power 
to  aid  her  in  doing,  by  the  use  of  whatever  influence  or  consideration 
we  enjoyed  with  Chili.  Further  than  that,  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  as  yet,  expressed  neither  opinion  nor  intention. 
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'^  I  must  also  express  the  dissatisfaction  of  the  Department  at  yoar 
telegram  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States  near  the  Argentine  Confed- 
eration, suggesting  that  a  minister  be  sent  by  that  Government  to  Peru. 

'^  This  would  have  been  clearly  without  the  sphere  of  your  proper  offi- 
cial action  at  any  time,  but  as  there  then  existed  a  serious  difference 
between  Chili  and  the  Argentine  Confederation,  you  might  naturally 
have  anticipated  that  such  a  recommendation  would  be  considered  by 
Chili  as  an  effort  to  effect  a  political  combination  against  her.  The 
United  States  was  not  in  search  of  alliances  to  support  a  hostile  dem- 
onstration against  Chili,  and  such  an  anxiety  might  well  be  deemed 
inconsistent  with  the  professions  of  an  impartial  mediation. 

^<As  to  the  convention  with  -regard  to  a  nav^l  station  in  the  bay  ot 
Chimbote,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that,  although  it  is  a  desirable  arrange- 
ment, the  time  is  not  opportune.  I  would  be  very  unwilling  to  ask 
such  a  concession  under  circumstances  which  would  almost  seem  to 
impose  upon  Peru  the  necessity  of  compliance  with  our  request,  and  I 
have  no  doubt  that  whenever  Peru  is  relieved  from  present  embarrass- 
ments she  would  cheerfully  grant  any  facilities  which  our  naval  or 
commercial  interests  might  require.  Nor  in  the  present'excited  condi- 
tion of  public  opinion  in  Chili  would  I  be  willing  to  afford  io  evil-dis- 
posed persons  the  opportunity  to  intimate  that  the  United  States  con- 
templated the  establishment  of  a  naval  rendezvous  in  the  neighborhood 
of  either  Peru  or  Chili.  The  very  natural  and  innocent  convenience 
which  we  require  might  be  misunderstood  or  misrepresented,  and  as 
our  sole  purpose  is  to  be  allowed,  in  a  spirit  of  the  most  impartiid  friend- 
ship, to  act  as  mediator  between  these  two  i>owers,  I  would  prefer  at 
present  to  ask  no  fovors  of  the  one  and  to  excite  no  i>ossible  apprehen- 
sion in  the  other. 

^<  Having  thus  stated  with  frankness  the  impression  made  upon  the 
Department  by  such  information  as  you  have  furnished  it,  it  becomes 
my  duty  to  add  that  this  Government  is  unable  to  understand  the  abo- 
lition ogthe  Calderon  government  and  the  arrest  of  President  Calderon 
himself  by  the  Chilian  authorities,  or  I  supiK>8e  I  ought  to  say  by  the 
Chilian  Goverimient,  as  the  secretary  for  foreign  affairs  of  that  Gov- 
ernment has  in  a  formal  communication  to  Mr.  Kilpatrick  declared  that 
the  Calderon  government  <<was  at  an  end."  As  we  recognized  that 
government  in  supposed  conformity  with  the  wishes  of  Chili,  and  aJB  no 
i^eason  for  its  destruction  has  been  given  us,  yon  will  still  consider 
yourself  accredited  to  it,  if  any  legitimate  representative  exists  in  the 
place  of  President  Calderon.  If  none  such  exists,  you  will  remain  in 
Lima  until  you  receive  further  instructions,  confining  your  communica- 
tions with  the  Chilian  authorities  to  such  limits  as  your  personal  con- 
venience and  the  maintenance  of  the  rights  and  privileges  of  your  lega- 
tion may  require. 

'<  The  complicated  condition  of  affairs  resulting  from  the  action  of  the 
Chilian  Government,  the  time  required  for  communication  between  the 
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legations  iu  Ohili  and  Peru  and  this  Department,  and  the  anfortonate 
notoriety  which  the  serious  diflferences  between  yourself  and  your  col- 
league in  Chili  have  attracted  ,have,  in  the  opinion  of  the  President, 
imposed  upon  him  the  necessity  of  a  special  mission.  This  mission  will 
be  charged  with  the  duty  of  expressing  the  views  of  the  President  upon 
the  grave  condition  of  affairs  which  your  dispatches  describe,  and,  if 
X>ossible,  with  due  consideration  of  the  rights,  interests,  and  suscepti- 
bilities of  both  nations  to  promote  a  settlement  which  shall  restore  to 
the  suffering  people  of  Peru  the  benefits  of  a  well-ordered  Government, 
deliver  both  countries  from  the  miseries  and  burdens  of  a  protracted 
war,  and  place  their  fhture  relations  upon  a  foundation  that  will  prove 
■table,  because  just  and  honorable." 

•Mr.  Blaine,  Sec  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hnrlbat,  Nov.  22,  1881;  MSS.  Inst.,  Pern; 
For.  Bel.,  1881. 

^*  The  United  States,  with  which  Peru  has  for  many  years  maintained 
the  most  cordial  relations,  has  the  right  to  feel  and  express  a  deep  in- 
terest in  its  distressed  condition,  and  while,  with  equal  friendliness  to 
Ohili,  we  will  not  interpose  to  deprive  her  of  the  fair  advantages  of 
military  success,  nor  put  any  obstacle^to  the  attainment  of  future  se- 
curity, we  cannot  regard  with  unconcern  the  destruction  of  Peruvian 
nationality.  If  our  good  offices  are  rejected,  and  this  policy  of  the  ob- 
sorption  of  an  independent  state  be  persisted  in,  this  Government  will 
consider  itself  discharged  from  any  further  obligation  to  be  influenced 
in  its  action  by  the  position  which  Chili  has  assumed,  and  would  hold 
itself  free  to  appeal  to  the  other  Republics  of  this  continent  to  join  in 
an  effort  to  avert  consequences  which  cannot  be  confined  to  Chili  and 
Peru,  but  which  threaten  with  extremest  danger  the  political  institu- 
tions, the  peaceful  progress,  and  the  liberal  civilization  of  all  America.'' 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Trescot,  Dec.  1,  1881 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Chili. 

^<  Were  the  United  States  to  assume  an  attitude  of  dictation  toward 
the  South  American  Bepublics,  even  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  war, 
the  greatest  of  evils,  or  to  preserve  the  autonomy  of  nations,  it  must 
be  prepared  by  Army  and  Kavy  to  enforce  its  mand^e,  and,  to  this 
end,  tax  our  people  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  foreign  nations. 

*^  The  President's  policy  with  the  South  American  Eepublics  and  other 
foreign  nations  is  that  expressed  in  the  immortal  address  of  Washing- 
ton, with  which  you  are  entirely  familiar.  What  the  President  does 
seek  to  do  is  to  extend  the  kindly  offices  of  the  United  States  impartially 
to  both  Peru  and  Chili,  whose  hostile  attitude  to  each  other  he  seriously 
laments ;  and  he  eonsiders  himself  fortunate  in  having  one  so  compe- 
tent as  yourself  to  bring  the  power  of  reason  and  persuasion  to  bear  in 
seeking  the  termination  of  the  unhappy  controversy.  And  you  will 
consider  as  revoked  that  portion  of  your  original  instruction  which  di- 
rects you,  on  the  contingency  therein  stated,  as  follows : 

^» "  You  will  say  to  the  Cbiliim  Govommeat  that  the  Pr^ideptcon- 
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siders  ^ach  a  proceeding  as  an  intentional  and  unwarranted  offense,  and 
that  you  will  communicate  such  an  avowal  to  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  with  the  assurance  that  it  will  be  regarded  by  the  Gk>v- 
emment  as  an  act  of  such  unfriendly  import  as  to  require  the  immediate 
suspension  of  all  diplomatic  intercourse.  You  will  inform  me  imme* 
diately  of  the  happening  of  such  a  contingency,  and  instructions  will 
be  sent  to  you.' 

^^  Believing  that  a  prolific  cause  of  contention  between  nations  is  an 
irritability  which  is  too  readily  offended,  the  President  prefers  that  he 
shall  himself  determine,  after  report  has  been  made  to  him,  whether 
there  is  or  is  not  cause  for  offense." 

Mr.  FreliDghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Trescot,  Jan.  9,  1882;  MSS.Inst.,  Chili 

^<  On  the  other  hand  he  remains  convinced  that  the  United  States  has 
no  right  which  is  conferred  either  by  treaty  stipulations  or  by  public 
law  to  impose  upon  the  belligerents,  unasked,  its  views  of  a  just  settle- 
ment, and  it  has  no  interests  at  stake  commensurate  with  the  evils  that 
might- follow  an  interference,  which  would  authorize  it  to  interpose  be- 
tween these  parties,  further  than  warranted  by  treaties,  by  public  law, 
or  by  the  voluntary  acts  of  both  parties." 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Trescot,  Feb.  24,  1882;  MSS.  Inst., 
Chili. 

<<  The  study  which  you  have  made  of  the  correspondence  between 
this  Department  and  the  legations  of  the  United  States  in  Chili,  Peru, 
and  Bolivia  renders  unnecessary  a  detailed  statement  of  the  protracted 
negotiations  seeking  to  establish  peace  between  those  Republics. 

<^The  general  policy  of  the  United  States  in  regard  to  the  conflict  be- 
tween these  states  is  set  forth  in  instructions  !No.  2,  of  December  1, 
1881,  to  Mr.  Trescot;  No.  2,  of  March  18, 1882,  and  No.  41,  of  March 
23, 1883,  to  Mr.  Logan,  and  No.  5,  of  June  26, 1882,  to  Mr.  Partridge, 
and  also  in  tbe  message  of  the  President  to  Congress,  transmitted  to 
that  bodyjn  December  last. 

^^The  representatives  of  this  Government,  as  you  have  seen  from  these 
instructions,  wer^  directed  harmoniously  to  join  in  a  courteous  and 
Mendly  effort  to  aid  the  belligerent  powers  in  reaching  an  agreement 
for  peace,  which,  while  securing  to  Chili  the  legitimate  results  of  suc- 
oess,  should  at  the  same  time  not  be  unduly  severe  upon  Peru  and 
Bolivia. 

^'  Mr.  Logan,  who  was  accredited  to  Chili,  has  for  some  nine  months 
energetically  sought  for  a  satisfactory  basis  of  settlement,  but  thus  far 
without  that  success  which  it  was  hoped  before  this  time  might  have 
been  attained.  Nevertheless  it  is  believed  that  his  efforts  have  aided 
in  bringing  tlie  parties  nearer  to  an  agreement. 

'^  Mr.  Logan  was  instructed  in  my  No.  41,  of  March  23,  1883,  that  he 
should  suggest  the  following  bases  for  a  treaty  of  peace  to  the  Chilian 
Ooveromept,  vi^:  The  cession  to  Chili  of  tbe  Peruvian  territory  of  Tara 
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pac4,  and  the  sabmission  to  impartial  arbitration  of  the  question  whether 
any  additional  territory  should  be  ceded,  and,  if  so,  how  much  and  on 
what  terms.  When  this  instruction  reached  Santiago  another  phase  of 
this  question  had  presented  itself  in  the  substantial  agreement  by  Chili 
with  General  Jglesias,  who  had  been  put  forward  as  the  representative 
of  Peru.  The  full  text  of  this  agreement  has  not  been  received  at  the 
Department^  but  it  is  understood  that  in  substance  it  concedes  to  Chili 
the  province  of  TarapacA,  with  the  occupation  for  ten  years  of  the  prov- 
ince of  Tacna  and  Arica,  at  the  end  of  which  time  a  plebiscite  is  to  be 
taken  to  decide  to  which  of  the  parties  the  provinces  shall  thencefor- 
ward belong,  the  successful  power  to  pay  to  the  other  the  sum  of  ten 
millions  of  dollars.  The  other  provisions,  as  to  guano  and  the  Peruvian 
debt,  are  not  yet  definitely  known. 

^^It  will  be  seen  that  these  terms  are  more  severe  upon  Peru  than 
those  which  Chili  had  before  Ueen  willing  to  accord.  It  was  after  Senor 
Calderon  declined  the  terms  of  settlement  offered  by  Chili  through  Mr. 
Logan's  mediation  that  Chili  turned  to  General  Iglesias,  and,  through 
a  representative  sent  by  him,  submitted  the  terms  of  settlement  here- 
inbefore stated,  and  which  terms  have  by  this  time  received  tlie  signa 
ture  of  General  Iglesias.  * 

^^It  is  not  the  province  of  this  Government  to  adjudge  who  is  or  who 
is  not  dejure  the  representative  of  the  executive  or  sovereign  power  of 
any  nation.  International  intercourse  imposes  upon  it  often  the  neces- 
sity of  recognizing  some  one  as  at  least  de  facto  such  representative. 

^'  L7i)on  the  flight  of  Pi^rola  the  Government  of  Sefior  Calderon  was 
recognized  by  the  United  States  as  the  de  facto  Government  of  Peru, 
springing  up  necessarily  from  the  state  of  affairs  then  existing,  and 
having  apparently  the  support  of  the  majority  of  the  citizens  of  Peru. 
Soon  after  its  recognition  Senor  Calderon  was  transported  to  Chili  as 
a  prisoner,  and  since  that  time  has  not  been  in  the  t'Crritory  of  his  native 
country.  Senor  Montero,  meantime  the  vice-president,  has  at  various 
points  in  the  country,  and  now  for  some  time  at  Areqnipa,  represented 
in  Pern  the  authority  of  that  Government  of  which  he  is  the  second  in 
ra.nk. 

'^It  is  now  claimed  that  the  Government  of  Calderon-Montero  has  lost 
the  attributes  of  a  de  facto  government,  and  it  is  urged  that,  not  having 
the  support  of  the  people,  it  is  no  longer  entitled  to  recognition.  The 
information  furnished  this  Department  on  the  subject,  however,  is  most 
conflicting,  and  is  naturally  colored  by  the  sentiments  of  the  different 
observers.  On  the  one  hand  it  is  said  that  General  Iglesias  is  supported 
by  fully  flve-sixths  of  the  population  of  Peru,  that  the  provinces  of  the 
north  and  center  are  solidly  united  in  his  aid  and  in  approval  of  his 
plan  of  settlement,  while  on  the  other  hand,  we  are  told  that  Calderon 
was  never  so  strong  as  at  present,  that  his. own  moral  influence  and  the 
physical  force  of  his  followers  are  impregnable  in  Arequipa,  and  that 
a  majority  of  his  countrymen  support  and  approve-  his  course.    It  is 
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evident  that  no  x>eace  can  be  made  unless  Pern  is  represented  in  its  ne- 
gotiation by  some  one  having  the  support  of  his  fellow-countrymen  and 
whose  action  will  meet  with  their  approval. 

'^In  SefLor  Galderon  this  Government  understood  that  it  recognized 
such  a  ruler.  As  at  present  advised,  it  would  not  hastily  withdraw  or 
transfer  that  recognition.  Should  the  facts  be  as  alleged  by  the  friends 
of  General  Iglesias,  this  Government  will  not,  by  adhering  to  the  recog- 
nition of  Se&or  Galderon,  impede  the  advance  toward  an  amicable  ad- 
justment of  the  difficulty. 

'^  Your  first  and  most  delicate  duty,  therefore,  will  be,  by  rendering 
yourself  familiar  with  the  condition,  politics,  and  affairs  of  Peru,  and 
couenlting,  if  practicable,  with  your  colleagues  the  ministers  to  Ghili 
and  Bolivia,  to  report  fully  to  this  Department  whom  it  is  wise  and 
proper  that  this  Government,  having  in  view  the  peace  and  prosperity 
of  the  three  contending  Eepublics,  should  recognize  as  the  executive 
representative  of  the  sovereignty  of  Peru. 

*^  The  confidence  which  this  Department  places  in  your  discretion  and 
good  judgment  and  that  of  your  colleagues  will  render  your  report  on 
this  delicate  question  influential  with  this  Government  in  its  determi- 
nation; and  should  the  opinion  o&the  ministers  to  Chili,  Peru,  and 
Bolivia  be  in  harmony,  such  opinion  would  be  well-nigh  conclusive. 

^' As  soon  as  yon  reach  a  decision  satisfactory  to  yourself  you  will  re- 
port the  result  without  delay  to  this  Government,  using,  if  necessary, 
the  telegraph  freely  for  this  purpose;  and  if  in  your  judgment  it  becomes 
important,  you  may,  without  in  any  manner  committing  yourself  as  to 
your  final  conclusions,  report  by  telegraph  the  progress  of  your  inves- 
tigations and  their  indications. 

'^  While  greater  stress  has  been  given  in  the  instructions  of  this  De- 
partment to  the  relations  of  Peru  and  Ghili,  it  must  not  be  assumed  that 
the  rights  and  wishes  of  Bolivia,  a  sovereign  power  and  a  party  to  the 
contest,  with  rights  equal  to  the  other  contestants,  are  to  be  neglected. 
It  is  not  supposed  that  any  agreement  will  be  made,  nor  in  fact  can 
any  agreement  be  reached,  which  shall  not  receive  the  assent  of  that 
power  in  all  that  concerns  its  interests.  As  this  Government  has  rec- 
ognized the  equal  sovereignty  of  the  three  Eepublics,  and  will  not  de- 
part from  that  position,  of  course  any  agreement,  so  far  as  it  afEects  the 
rights  of  Bolivia,  must  receive  the  consent  of  that  power. 

^*  Until  Chili  and  Peru  had  reached  a  point  where  a  fair  prospect  of 
agreement  was  seen,  it  seemed  unnecessary  to  negotiate  at  La  Paz,  par- 
ticularly as  Senor  Oalderon,  it  was  properly  assumed,  would  not  act 
against  the  interests  of  his  ally.  For  these  reasons  the  tentative  dis- 
cussions were  carried  on  at  Santiago. 

^<  I  simply  add  that  it  is  not  for  this  Government  to  dictate  to  sover- 
eign belligerent  i>owers  the  terms  of  peace  to  be  accepted  by  them,  nor 
is  it  the  right  or  duty  of  the  United  States  in  the  premises  to  do  more 
than  to  aid  by  their  unprejudiced  counsels,  their  freindly  mediation,  and 
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their  moral  sapport  the  obtaiument  of  peace — the  much-desired  end. 
If  such  aD  end  can  be  reached  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to  all  parties 
more  speedily  through  negotiations  with  Peruvian  authority  other  than 
that  heretofore  recognized  by  this  Government  as  the  de  facto  ruler  of 
Pern,  this  Government  will  not,  through  any  spirit  of  pride  or  pique, 
stand  in  the  way  of  the  hoped-for  result.'' 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Phelps,  July  26, 1883 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Peru ; 
For.  Rel.,  1883. 

'^  I  transmit  herewith  for  your  information  a  copy  of  a  dispatch  from 
Mr.  Logan,  communicating  the  text  of  the  protocol  signed  between 
General  Iglesias  and  the  Chilian  general,  ITorva,  leading  to  a  definitive 
trea.ty  of  peace, 

^^  An  examination  of  the  terms  of  the  protocol  shows  that  the  foreign 
debt  of  Peru  is  guaranteed  only  to  a  limited  extent  by  a  portion  only  of 
the  guano  product,  the  overplus,  as  well  as  all  future  discoveries  of 
guano,  to  go  to  Chili. 

"  This  Government  does  not  undertake  to  speak  for  any  other  than 
the  lawful  interests  of  American  citizens  which  may  be  involved  in  this 
settlement,  but  as  to  them  it  must  be  frankly  declared  and  unmistak- 
ably understood  that  the  United  States  could  not  look  with  favor  upon 
any  eventual  settlement  which  may  disregard  such  interests. 

"It  may  be  difficult  for  you,  in  concert  with  your  colleagues,  to  advo- 
cate any  determinate  solution  of  the  embarrassing  questions  relating  to 
the  other  foreign  debt  of  Peru,  since  this  Government  cannot  under- 
take to  advocate  the  interests  of  any  class  of  bondholders  or  other 
.  legitimate  creditors  of  Peru  without  exercising  a  like  watchful  consid- 
eration for  the  interest^}  of  all.  It  seems,  however,  to  be  essential  to  a 
just  and  lasting  peace  either  that  Peru  should  be  left  in  a  condition  to 
meet  obligations  toward  other  Governments  which  were  recognized 
prior  to  the  war  or  which  may  be  legitimately  established,  or  that  if 
Chili  appropriates  the  natural  resources  of  Peru  as  compensation  for  the 
expenses  of  the  war  she  should  recognize  the  obligations  which  rest 
upon  those  resources,  and  take  the  property  with  a  fair  determination 
to  meet  all  just  incumbrances  which  rest  upon  it. 

"  The  President  would  see  with  regret  any  insistance  by  Chili  upon  a 
policy  which  would  impose  upon  Peru  heavier  burdens  than  she  has 
been  disposed  to  impose  during  the  past  negotiations. 

"Better  terms,  if  offered,  would  be  appreciated  by  him  a«  a  friendly 
recognition  of  the  earnestness  which  this  Government  has  shown  in 
endeavoring  to  bring  about  an  honorable  and  equitable  end  to  the 
painful  strife." 

Mr.  Frelinghuyseu,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  I'helps,  Aug.  25,  1883 ;  MSS.  Inst., 
Peru ;  For.  Rel.,  1883. 

"  Your  several  dispatches,  so  far  as  received  to  date,  reporting  the 
military  and  political  situatiou  in  PerWj  hnve  been  considered  with  th« 
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attention  demanded  by  tbe  importance  of  the  occurrences  you  narrate. 
As  supplemented  by  your  later  .telegrams,  they  show  the  conclusion  of 
a  treaty  of  peace  between  General  Iglesins  and  the  Chilian  plenipoten- 
tiary, on  what  are  understood  here  to  be  bases  substantially  in  accord 
with  the  terms  of  the  protocol  previously  signed  between  General  Igle- 
sias  and  the  representative  of  Ohili;  the  evacuation  of  Lima  by  the 
Chilian  forces;  the  installation  there  of  a  form  of  provisional  adminis- 
tration under  the  Presidency  of  General  Iglesias;  and  the  revolt  of  the 
residents  or  garrison  of  Arequipa  against  the  authority  of  Vice-President 
Montero,  who  thereupon  escaped  by  flight.  Besides  this,  it  appears 
that  the  first  public  act  of  General  Iglesias  on  assuming  control  of  the 
provisional  Government  thus  established,  was  to  issue  a  convocation 
for  an  assembly  of  delegates,  to  be  chosen  b}'  the  people  of  Peru,  to 
whom  is  to  be  referred  the  question  of  accepting  and  ratifying  the  treaty 
which  has  been  signed,  and  who  are  further  to  decide  the  Presidency 
of  the  P^uvian  Government. 

'*  Of  the  terms  of  the  treaty  itself  I  cannot  at  present  speak.  Tou  are 
already  acquainted  with  the  views  of  this  Government  upon  the  main 
point  involved.  It  remains  to  be  seen  whether  the  people  of  Peru,  in 
the  expression  of  their  national  sovereignty,  are  disposed  to  accept  the 
terms  proposed  to  them.  With  this  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  has  no  desire  to  interfere.  It  respects  the  independence  of  Peru 
as  a  commonwealth  entitled  to  settle  its  own  affairs  in  its  own  way.  It 
recognizes  too  keenly  the  calamities  of  protracted  strife,  or  the  alterna- 
tive calamity  of  prolonged  military  occupation  by  an  enemy's  forces,  to 
seek,  by  anything  it  may  say  or  do,  to  influence  an  adverse  decision  of 
the  popular  representatives  of  Peru.  And  a  due  respect  for  their  sov- 
ereign independence  forbids  the  United  States  from  seeming  to  exert 
any  positive  or  indirect  pressure  upon  these  representatives  to  influence 
their  course. 

^'  The  state  of  facts  reported  by  you  makes  it  necessary  to  give  yoa  in- 
structions respecting  your  relations  with  the  provisional  Government. 
With  the  people  of  Peru  this  country  aims,  as  it  has  always  aimed,  to 
maintain  relations  of  friendship  and  sympathy.  With  the  particular 
Administration  which  may  for  the  time  assume  to  control  the  affairs  of 
Peru  we  have  little  direct  concern,  except  so  far  as  our  attitude  towards 
it  shall  express  our  friendliness  to  the  nation  ;  hence  we  have  no  par- 
tiality for  the  Calderon-Montero  government  or  desire  that  you  should 
manifest  any.  Should  the  assembly  which  is  about  to  convene  be 
elected  under  circumstances  entitling  it  to  represent  the  people  of  Peru 
and  declare  for  General  Iglesias,  this  Government  would  no  doubt  rec- 
ognize him.  This,  however,  it  is  unnecessary  to  say,  as  such  an  an- 
nouncement in  advance  of  the  action  of  the  assembly  might  in  effect 
exert  an  influence  ifpon  its  deliberations,  which  we  seek  to  avoid. 
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"In  the  mean  time,  however,  your  attitude  towards  whatever  Admin- 
istration may  have  actual  control  of  the  public  affairs  of  Peru  should  be 
unconstrained,  although  informal,  and  of  a  character  to  impress  them 
with  a  sense  of  the  good-will  we  bear  to  the  Peruvian  people." 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Phelps,  Nov.  15, 1883 ;  MSS.  In«t.. 
Peru;  For.  Rel.,  1883. 

"  The  opinion  of  the  United  States  heretofore  has  been,  that  as  the 
foreign  obligations  of  Peru,  incurred  in  good  faith  before  the  war,  rested 
upon  and  were  secured  by  the  products  of  her  guano  deposits.  Chili 
was  under  a  moral  obligation  not  to  appropriate  that  security  without 
recognizing  the  lieu  existing  thereon.  This  opinion  was  frankly  made 
known  to  Chili,  and  our  belief  was  expressed  that  no  arrangement  would 
be  made  between  the  two  countries  by  which  the  ability  of  Peru  to  meet 
her  honest  engagements  towards  foreigners  would  be  impaired  by  the 
direct  act  of  Chili.  This  Government  went  so  far  as  to  announce  that  it 
could  not  be  a  party,  as  mediator,  or  directly  lend  its  sanctibn  to  any 
arrangement  which  should  impair  the  power  of  Peru  to  pay  those  debts." 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Phelps,   Dec.  29,  1883;  MSS.  Inst., 
Peru. 

•  '^  Your  energy  in  seeking  to  reach  some  conclusion  is  appreciated, 
but  for  this  Government  to  direct  you  to  tell  Peru  that  it  should  sur- 
render Tarapac^,  Tacua,  and  Arica,  on  receiving  $10,000,000,  would  be 
assuming  to  decide  a  question  between  two  nations  when  we  have  not 
been  requested  to  arbitrate,  and  it  would  be  telling  Chili  it  might  prop- 
erly make  claim  for  the  territory.  Peru's  condition  may  be  so  deplora- 
ble that  it  is  wise  for  her  to  accept  these  terms,  but  Peru  and  not  the 
United  States  as  to  this  must  decide." 

Mr.  Frelinghuyseu,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Logan,  Jan.  5,  1885;  MSS.  Inst., 
Chili. 

The  following  Congressional  documents,  as  noted  in  the  list  of  papets  oonoeming 
foreign  relations  attached  to  the  register  of  the  Department  of  State,  may  be  referred 
to  in  this  relation :  * 

Chilian  and  Peru-Bolivian  war.  Efforts  of  the  United  States  to  bring  aboat  a 
peace.  President's  message.  January  20,  1881.  (S.  Ex.  Doc.  26,  Forty- 
sixth  Congress,  third  session.) 

Papers  relating  to,  and  attempts  to  bring  about  a  peace,  and  touching  claims  or 
contracts  respecting  either  of  the  beUigerent  Governments ;  a  diplomatic  his- 
tory of  the  war.  President's  message.  January  26,  1882.  (S.  Ex.  Doc.  79, 
Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session.)  Befers  to  the  foregoing  document 
for  the  correspondence.  President's  message.  January  26,  1882.  (H.  Ex. 
Doc.  68,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session.) 

Telegram  from  Mr.  Trescot,  setting  forth  the  conditions  of  peace  presented  by 
Chili.  President's  message.  January  27,  1882.  (S.  Ex.  Doc.  79,  part  2, 
Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session.) 

Furthev correspondence,  not  incorporated  in  H.  Ex.  Doc.  68,  comprising  letters  of 
Messrs.  Shipherd,  Christiancy,  and  Hnrlbnt.  President's  message.  February 
17,  1882.    (H.  Ex.  Doc.  68,  part  2,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session.) 

350 


CHAP,  ni.] 


PEKU. 


[§59. 


Peace  congress  to  conyene  at  Washington  to  agree  on  some  j«st  method  of  settle- 
ment of  all  qnestions  now  existing  or  that  shall  hereafter  arise  between  Chili, 
Pern,  and  Bolivia.  Besolution  favoring  such  congress.  Febmary  20,  1?<82. 
(S.  Mis.  Doc.  53,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session.) 

Alleg«?d  contracts  for  exporting  guano,  investigation  as  to  connection  of  United 
States  officials  with.  February  24,  1883.  (S.  Mis.  Doc.  55,  Forty-seventh  Con- 
gress, first  session.) 

Investigation  of  charges  of  official  corruption  in  relation  to  alleged  guano  con- 
tracts. February  28,  1882.  (S.  Mis.  Ddb.  57,  Forty -seventh  Congress,  first 
session.) 

The  dismemberment  of  Peru.  March  7,  1882.  (S.  Mis.  Doc.  62,  Forty- seventh 
Congress,  first  session.) 

Transmitting  correspondence ;  the  lost  papers.  President's  message.  March  16, 
1882.    (S.  Ex.  Doc.  79,  part  3,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session.) 

Negotiations  for  restoration  of  peace  in  South  America.  President's  message. 
March  28,  1882.    (H.  Ex.  Doc.  142,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session.) 

Transmitting  instructions  of  Secretary  of  State  Frelinghnysen  to  Mr.  Trescot, 
and  other  papers.  President's  message.  March  28,  1882.  (H.  Ex.  Doc.  142. 
Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session.) 

Answer  of  Secretary  of  State  to  call  for  more  correspondence  in  the  guano  claims, 
referring  to  S.  Ex.  Doc.  79,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session.  President's 
message.   May  26, 1882.  (H.  Ex.  Doc.  68,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session. ) 

Report  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  relative  to  certain  missing  papers 
from  the  files  of  the  Department  of  State,  and  also  relating  to  the  connection 
of  one  or  more  ministers  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  with  business 
transactions  in  which  the  intervention  of  the  United  States  was  requested 
between  Chili  and  Peru.  Guano  claims  of  Landreau  and  Cochet,  Peruvian 
Company,  and  Credit  Industriel.  August  1,  1882.  (H.  Rep.  1790,  Forty- 
seventh  Congress,  first  session.) 

Minority  report.    August  5, 18b2.    {Ihid.,  part  2.) 

Beport  of  Wm.  Henry  Trescot  and  Walker  Blaine  on  the  results  of  the  special 
mission  in  South  America.  President's  message.  June  14,  1882.  (S.  Ez, 
Doc.  1881,  Forty -seventh  Congress,  first  session.) 

Jointeffortsof  ministers  of  the  Unit«d  States,  Great  Britain,  France,  and  Italy  in 
Lima  or  Pern  to  bring  about  peace.  Besolution  requesting  the  President  to 
give  any  information  in  his  ppssession  concerning  the  same,  and  to  state  if 
the  United  States  minister  has  been  instructed  to  invite  or  accept  the  media- 
tion of  European  powers  in  the  settlement  of  a  purely  American  question. 
February  21,  1883.    (S.  Mis.  Poc.  44,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  second  session.) 

The  following  is  a  list  of  instructions  issuing  from  the  Department  of  State  in  1S79-'81 
in  reference  to  the  war  then  pending  between  Peru,  Chili,  and  Bolivia.  These  docu- 
ments are  published  in  a  volume  entitled  '^  War  in  South  America  and  attempt  to 
bring  about  a  peace,"  printed  in  the  Government  Printiug  Office  in  1882.  The  num- 
bers and  pages  refer  to  this  volume  : 


Hr.  Evaits  to  Mr. 
Pettis  (No.  12). 


1879. 
June  23 


Privateering  against  Chilian  property  in 
neutral  vessels :  authorization  of,  by  Bo- 
livia, and  proposed  fitting  out  of  priva- 
teers in  the  United  States  by  Bolivian 
agents ;  instructed  to  inform  Bolivia  that 
treaty  of  1858  exempts  from  capture  en- 
emy's property  on  board  neutral  vessels, 
and  that  law  of  the  United  States  prohib- 
its fitting  out  within  its  territory  of  ex- 
peditions against  a  country  with  which 
United  States  is  at  peace. 
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2 


7 
12 


22 

26 
41 


60 


64 


73 


77 


80 


Mr.  Evftrts  lo  Mr. 
Pettis  (No.  13). 


Same  to  name  (No. 
17). 


Mr.  F.  W.  Seward 
to  Mr.  Pettis  (No. 
19). 

Same  to  same  (No. 
21). 

Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Pettis  (No.  25). 


Same  to  Mr.  Adams 
(No.  3). 

Same  to  same  (No. 
10). 

Same  to  same  (No. 
24). 


Mr.  F.  W.  Seward 
to  Mr,  Osborn 
(No  63). 

Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Osborn  (No.  70). 


1871).      j 

.Juno  2r»  I  Privateering  projects  of  Bolivia:  refers  to 
Dcpurtuient's  No.  12  and  incloses  Treas- 
ury regulations  for  the  prevention  of 
violation  of  United  States  nentralit^  laws 
by  privateers  in  the  interest  of  Bolivia. 

Aug.  8  Mediation  of  Colombia  for  cessation  of  hos- 
tilities between  Bolivia  and  Chili:  iu- 
strncted  to  inform  Colombian  envoy  who 
will  visit  La  Paz  to  proffer  such  media- 
tion, of  the  friendly  solicitude  of  the 
United  States  as  to  the  result  of  his  mis- 


Aug.   11 

Aug.   16 
Sept.  19 


Same  to  same  (No. 
83). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
85). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
89). 
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1880. 
Apr.    19 

Aug.     2 

Dec.    14 


1879. 
May    29 


Ang.     8 


1880. 
Feb.    19 


Mar.     9 


Apr.    23 


sion. 

Neutrality  of  the  United  States  during  war 
between  Bolivia  and  Chili :  course  of  Mr. 
Pettis  in  assuring  minister  for  foreign  af- 
fairs of,  approvM ;  reply  to  No.  13. 

Peace :  action  reported  in  his  No.  15  in  be- 
half of,  approved;  position  of  United 
States  on  the  subject  of  mediation. 

Conductof  minister  in  conferring  with  Prea- 
identsof  Pern  and  Bolivia  and  giving  rise 
to  a  supposition  that  he  was  on  a  special 
mission  to  Pern,  Chili,  and  Bolivia ;  ex- 
planation requested. 

Prisoners  of  war:  exchange  of,  between 
Chili  and  Bolivia ;  anthonssed  to  do  what 
he  can  to  briuff  about  snch  exchange. 

Policy  of  the  United  States  regarding 
peace :  incloses  correspondence  with  min- 
ister to  Pern. 

Peace  negotiations :  failure  of,  resretted ; 
United  States  still  ready  to  do  whatever 
it  can  for  peace ;  his  personal  movements 
reported  in  his  No.  3o  approved. 

War  between  Chili  and  Peru :  No.  92,  trans- 
niitting  Chili's  manifesto  justifying;  her 
declaration  of  war  against  Peru ,  receded ; 
the  war  is  regretted  t>y  the  United  Statea 

Mediation  of  Colombia  for  cessation  of  hos- 
tilities :  instructed  to  express  to  Colom- 
bian envoy  who  will  visit  Santia^  to 
profier  mediation  the  frieodlv  solicitude 
of  the  United  States  as  to  the  result  of 
his  mission. 

Neutral  rights :  instructed  to  bring  atten- 
tion of  Chilian  Government  to  the  de- 
struction of  American  property  at  Talara 
and  Lobos  bv  Chilian  naval  forces,  and 
to  inform  that  Gk>vemment-  that  the 
United  States  expects  the  rights  of  its 
citizens  as  neutrals  to  be  respected,  in 
pursuance  of  treaty  and  international 
law. 

Foreign  intervention:  instructed,  i^  the 
event  of  attempt  being  made  by  Enro- 

Eean  powers  to  Intervene  for  cessation  of 
ostilities,  to  endeavor  to  induce  Chili  to 
turn  to  the  United  States  as  an  arbitra- 
tor, rather  than  to  a  European  Govern- 
ment. 
Prisoners  of  war:  exchange  of,  between 
Chili  and  Bolivia  j  copy  of  No.  3  to  the 
United  States  minister  at  La  Paz,  on  the 
subject,  inclosed. 


6 
17 


28 


57 


86 


92 


101 


106 
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t$69. 


86 

98 

102 

105 
110 


113 


180 


1S6 


127 


129 


Mr.  Eyarts  to  Mr. 
Osborne  (tel- 
egram). 

Same  to  same  (tel- 
egram). 

Same  to  same  (No. 
109). 


Same  to  same  (tel- 
egram). 

Same  to  same  (No. 
115). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
119). 


Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 
Kilpatrick  (No. 
2). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
18). 


Same  to  same  (tel- 
egram). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
16). 


1880. 
July   29 

Sept.  28 

Oct.    14 

Nov.    U9 
Dec.    27 


1881. 
Feb.    10 


June  15 


Nov.  22 


Nov.  25 


Nov.  30 


Mediation:  ''Press  upon  Cliilian  Qovem- 
ment  onr  desire  to  aid  in  restoring  peace 
on  honorable  terms.*' 

Peace  question :  **■  Proceed  as  proposed  if 
belligerents  accede;  instructions  to  onf 
vessels  when  you  telegraph  for  them." 

Mediation :  proceedings  of  legation  for,  by 
the  United  States  seem  to  prosper  thus 
far;  fall  advices  awaited;  No.  163  and 
telegram  of  the  9th  instant  received. 

Neutrals:  instructed  as  to  taking  action 
for  protection  of  lives  and  property  of, 
when  Lima  is  attacked  by  dnilians. 

Arbitration :  instructed  to  correct  errone- 
ous impression  that  the  United  States 
would  not  cheerfully  act  as  arbitoator, 
which  a  certain  remark  made  by  him 
during  peace  conference  may  have 
caused. 

Peace  question :  urge  upon  Chili  the  desire 
of  the  United  States  to  bring  about 
peace;  now  that  the  Chilians  have  capt- 
ured Lima  and  Cailao,  it  is  believed 
that  Peru  will  accept  mediation  of  the 
United  States  upon  any  reasonable  terms ; 
advises  him  of  instruction  of  this  date  to 
Mr.  Cbristiancy. 

Litervention  :  instructedto  encourage  dis- 
position of  Chili  to  restore  self-govern- 
ment in  Peru :  to  urge  Chili  to  enter  into 
negotiations  lor  peace  before  deciding  to 
take  portion  of  Peru  as  war  indemnity, 
and  to  endeavor  to  have  European  inter- 
vention excluded  from  adjustment  of  the 
peace  question. 

Peace  question :  his  note  to  the  foreign 
office  to  allay  apprehension  and  correct 
false  impression  produced  by  the  United 
States  minister  at  Lima  strongly  disap- 
proved ;  Chili  had  no  grounds  for  appro- 
nension  and  should  not  have  appliea  to 
legation ;  her  course  in  suppressing  Cal- 
deron  government  unintelligible  in  view 
of  her  previous  assurances,  reported  in 
legation's  No.  3;  arrest  of  Oalderon  re- 
gretted ;  hopes  it  is  not  intended  as  a  re- 
buke to  the  United  States  on  account  of 
differences  between  him  and  his  col- 
league at  Lima ;  a  special  envoy  will  be 
sent  to  endeavor  to  arrange  a  peace ;  re- 


ply to  No.  8. 
aide: 


8.  Mis.  162-*-yoL.  i 23 


Oalderon  government ;  its  suppression  and 
arrest  of  President  Calderon  are  not  un- 
derstood by  United  States ;  special  envoy 
leaves  Washington  for  Chili  immediately, 
and  it  is  hoped  that  further  action  will 
await  bis  arrival. 

Relieves  him  of  negotiations  for  solution 
of  peace  question ;  informs  him  as  to  ap- 
pointment and  powers  of  Mr.  Trescot  as 
special  envoy  extraordinary  and  minis- 
ter plenipotentiary  to  conduct  such  ne- 
gotiations ;  appointment  of  Third  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  State  as  assistant  to  Mr. 
Trescot ;  Mr.  Kilpatrick  expected  to  aid 
Mr.  Trescot. 
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129 
132 

135 
147 


151 


157 


168 


169 


171 
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lao 


131 


132 


Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 
Treacot  (No.  1). 


Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 
Walker  Blaine. 

Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 
Trescot  (No.  2). 


1881. 
Nov.  30 


Nov.   30 


Deo.     1 


134 


137 
138 


Same  to  same  (No. 
3). 


Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 

Walker  Blaine. 
Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 

Trescot  (No.  4). 


Deo.     2 


Dec.     9 
Dec.    16 


Personal  instmotions  as  special  envoy  ex-     172 
traordinary  and  minister  plenipotentiary 
to  Chili,  Peru,  and  Bolivia  to  negotiate 
for  solution  of  peace  question. 

Personal  instruction  as  attach^  to  special     173 
mission  for  settlement  of  the  peace  ques- 
tion. 

Beviews  previous  instructions  and  steps  174 
which  led  to  recognition  of  Calderon 
^vemment;  the  act  an  adoption  of  pol- 
icy friendly 'to  Chili ;  it  was  followed  by 
Chilian  military  order  forbidding  Cal- 
deron government  to  exercise  its  func- 
tions; President  will  not  assume  this  as 
done  in  consequence  of  the  recognition 
by  the  United  States ;  if  such  a  motive 
should  be  avowed,  Mr.  Trescot  instructed 
to  say  that  it  is  regarded  as  an  inten- 
tional offense,  and  to  suspend  diplomatic 
intercourse,  but  he  may  receive  any  ex- 
planation which  does  not  involve  a  dis- 
avowal of  Mr.  Hnrlbut.  The  United 
States  wishes  first  to  stop  bloodshed  and 
misery ;  second,  to  take  care  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  is 
treated  with  the  consideration  to  which 
it  is  entitled,  and  would  be  satisfied  with 
manifestation  of  purpose  in  Chili  either 
to  restore  Calderon  government  or  estah^ 
lish  one  which  will  be  allowed  freedom 
of  action  in  negotiations.  Should  Chili 
refuse  to  allow  formation  of  government 
not  pledged  to  consent  to  cession  of  ter- 
ritozy.  he  is  to  express  dissatisfaction  of 
the  Unite<l  States.  The  United  States 
recognises  Chili's  right  to  adequate  in- 
demnity and  guarantee,  but  that  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  right  of  absolute  conquest 
is  danserous;  and  the  United  States 
think  that  Peru  has  the  right  to  demand 
an  opportunity  to  find  indemnity  and  I 
guarantee  without  cession  of  territory. 
The  prohibition  of  the  formation  of  a 
government  is  practical  extinction  of 
ttte  state.  If  good  offices  are  refused  on 
this  basis,  the  United  States  holds  itself 
free  to  appeal  to  the  other  Republics  of 
the  continent  to  join  with  it.  Instruc- 
tions given  in  accordance,  and  a  tempo- 
rary convention  counseled. 

Congress  of  American  Governments :   an-     181 
thorized  to  return  home  bv  way  of  Ar- 
gentine Republic  and  Brazil  and  to  urge 
the  Governments  of  those  countries  to 
accept'  our  invitation  to  such  congress. 

Char^r^;  Instructed  to  assume  duties  as,     184 
on  his  arrival  at  Santiago. 

Claims  of  the  United  States  citizens  v«.  164 
Peru ;  Coohet  claim  and  Landreau  claim. 
Explains  position  of  the  Unit>ed  States 
regard  lug  them,  in  order  to  correct  mis- 
statements which  are  being  circulated 
by  the  press.  If  Chili  should  acquire 
territory  from  Peru,  it  is  expeot<ed  that 
whatever  rights  Mr.  Landreau  may  have 
in  such  territory  will  be  respected  by 
Chili.  Cortespondeooe  with  ninister  at 
LioM  iaolof^d. 
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140 


141 


142 


143 
146 


156 


164 


167 


168 
170 

178 


179 


181 


Mr.  Frelinghuysen 
to  Mr.  Treecot 
(telegram). 

Same  to  same  (tele- 
gram). 


Mr.  FreliBffhnysen 
to  Mr.  A&rtinez. 


Mr.  FreliDghnyBen 
to  Mr.  Trescot 
(No.  6). 

Mr.  Frelinffhnysen 
to  Mr.  Ifortines. 


Mr.  ETarts  to  Mr. 
Christianey  (No. 
4). 

Same  to  same  (NOb 
90). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
24). 


Mr.  ETarts  to  Mr. 

Tracy. 
Same  to  same 


Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Christianoy  (No. 
29). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
30). 


Mr.  F.  W.  Seward 
to  Mr.  Chris- 
tiancy  (No.  32). 


188S 
Jan. 

3 

Jan. 

4 

Jan. 

7 

Jan. 

9 

Jan. 

16 

187S 
Apr. 

1. 
9 

Jane 

18 

• 

June 

26 

June  27 

July 

19 

Aug. 

8 

Aug. 

8 

Aug. 

18 

Pacific  influence;  informs  him  that  same     186 
should  be  exerted,  and  all  issues  which 
might  lead  to  his  withdrawal  from  Chili 
avoided. 

Impartial  extension  of  friendly  offices  to  186 
both  Republics ;  exertion  of  pacific  in- 
fluence, and  avoidance  of  possibly  offen- 
sive issues,  are  desired  by  the  President. 
Directs  him  not  to  return,  via  Buenos 
Ayree.  Calderon  difficulty  can  be  set- 
tled here. 

Anest  of  President  Calderon ;  requested  to     186 
repeat  in  writing  the  assurance  given 
orally  by  him  that  it  was  not  instigated 
bv  an  unfriendly  feeling  towards  the 
United  States. 

(Quoted,  iupra,  $  45.)  186 


Arrest  of  Calderon;  note  ffiving  assurance     193 
that  it  was  not  intended  as  an  aflront  to 
the  United  States  received  with  gratifi- 
cation. 

Approves  action  of  Mr.  Gibbs  in  reporting    211 
relative  to  the  war;  expresses  gratifica- 
tion at  the  decision  of  rern  in  deciding 
to  maintain  strict  neutrality. 

Approves  action  in  behalf  of  neutral  ri^h  ts  227 
reported  in  his  No.  7 ;  European  capital- 
ists are  seeking  to  bring  about  an  un- 
due observance  of  such  rights  during 
preseut  war ;  the  United  States  not  dis- 
posed to  have  belligerent  rights  abridged 
in  behalf  of  neutrals ;  opinion  of  Attor- 
ney-Gk^neral  Stanbery  justifying  bom- 
bardment of  unfortified  places  inclosed. 
(Quoted,  infra,  $  228.) 

Privateering  projects  of  Bolivia;  copy  of 
Department's  No.  12  to  the  United  States 
minister  a£  La  Paz  inclosed ;  instructed 
to  inform  Peru  that  the  United  States 
does  not  intend  to  permit  any  violation 
of  its  neutrality  laws. 

Note  of  24th  instant,  inclosing  manifesto     238 
vindicating  Peru's  cause,  received. 

Note  of  16th  instant,  transmitting  report     240 
made  to  Peruvian  Congress  by  minister 
for  foreign  affairs,  which  sets  forth  antece- 
dents 01  war,  received ;  thanks. 

Blockade  of  Iquic^ne  ;  views  and  proceed-     255 
ings  set  fortn  in  his  No.  34  approved ; 
action  he  should  take  in  case  the  block- 
ade should  at  any  time  prove  ineffectual, 
stated.    (7fi/ra,  $  361. ) 

Mediation  of  Colombia  for  cessation  of  hos-  255 
tilities  between  the  belligerents;  in- 
structed to  express  to  Colombian  envoy, 
who  will  visit  Lima  to  proffer  media- 
tion, the  friendly  solicitude  of  the  United 
States  as  to  the  result  of  his  mission. 

Mediation  of  the  United  States  for  cessa-  258 
tion  of  hostilities ;  approves  Mr.  Cfaris- 
tiancy's  reserve  in  conversing  with  Col. 
H.  N.  Fisher,  who  has  no  official  connec- 
tion with  (^vemment  of  the  United 
States ;  Department  imparted  to  him  its 
position  OQ  the  suiijeot  of  mediation; 
wply  to  Ho.  87.  i 
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162 
183 
184 


186 


191 


193 


198 


199 


202 


.203 


:2oe 


Mr.  F.W.Seward  to 
Mr.  GhrUtianoy 
(No.  33). 

Same  to  same  (No. 
34). 

Bir.  F.  W.  Seward 
to  Mr.  Tracy. 


Mr.  F.  W.  Seward 
to  Mr.  ChriB- 
tiancy  (No.  36). 

Mr.  Hunter  to  Mr. 
Tracy. 


Same  to  aame 


Mr.  Hunter  to  Mr. 
Christiancy  (No. 
39). 


Mr.  Evarte  to  Mr. 
Christiancy  (Np. 
40). 


Mr.  F.  W.  Seward 
to  Mr.  Tracy. 


Mr.  F.  W.  Seward 
to  Mr.  ChriBtiancy 
(No.  42). 

Mr.  Hay  to  Mr. 
Christiancy  (No. 
47). 


^286  i  Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Christiancy 
(telegram). 

:227  I  Same  to  same  (No. 
I     66). 

8M 


1879. 
Ang.   18 

Aug.   18 

Aug.   19 


Aug.   25 

Sept.  10 
Sept.  10 


Oct.      1 


Oct.    13 


Oct. 

21 

Oct. 

22 

Nov. 

26 

1880. 
Jan.    24 

Jan. 

26 

Mr.  Christiancy's  efforts  and  snggestions 
in  behalf  of  cessation  of  war  approved ; 
leply  to  No.  36. 

BlocKade  of  Iqaiqne :  instmction  to  con- 
sul, inclosed  in  his  No.  39,  in  regard  to, 
approved. 

Transportation  of  munitions  of  war  across 
the  Isthmus  of  Panama :  his  note  of  241Jii 
ultimo,  asking  the  Department  to  re- 
quest Colombia  to  permit  same,  will  re- 
ceive consideration. 

Bombardment  of  Iquique :  views  of  lega- 
tion and  its  dispatch  to  consul  at  Iqui- 
que upon  the  subject  approved ;  reply  to 
No.  41. 

Note  of  4th  instant,  narrating  events  of 
war,  received,  and  will  be  duly  consid- 
ered. 

Transportation  of  munitions  of  war  across 
the  Isthmus  of  Panama;  note  of  22d 
ultimo,  stating  that  Colombia  has  dis- 
approved action  of  Panama  in  prohibit- 
ing such  transportation,  received. 

Views  which  have  been  expressed  by  min- 
ister, in  conversation  in  Lima,  concern- 
ing peace  question,  approved;  the 
United  States  does  not  tender  its  good 
offices  for  peace,  but  will  not  hesitate  to 
use  them  lor  that  parpose  if  called  upon 
by  belligerents  to  do  so;  the  United 
States  will  not  engage  in  any  interven- 
tion which  is  not  solicited,  or  which  is 
in  disparagement  of  belligerent  rights ; 
Mr.  Pettish  ananthorizedand  num  ex- 

C'ment  in  visiting  Lima  and  Santia^ 
had  some  good  effects ;  statements  in 
Chilian  newspapers  ad  verse  to  Mr.  Pettis 
regarded  as  unfounded. 

Pacific  instructions  re<^uested  in  his  No.  59 
have  already  been  given ;  approves  ac- 
tion reported  in  his  No.  59 ;  instructs  him 
as  to  correction  of  any  wrong  impression 
which  maj-  have  been  created  by  Mr. 
Pettis  or  Mr.  Fisher  as  to  policy  of  the 
United  States ;  he  may  pledge  immedi- 
ate action  by  the  United  States  for  peace, 

.  provided  no  other  Qovemment  be  in- 
vited to  mediate. 

Betrayal  of  Peru  by  Bolivia ;  documents 
tending  to  show  efforts  of  Chili  to  in- 
duce same,  which  accompanied  his  note 
of  17th  instant,  will  be  considered. 

Approves  his  suggestion  to  Mr.  Osbom  as 
to  his  course;  Department  adheres  to 
policy  indicated  in  previous  instruc- 
tions ;  reply  to  No.  62^. 

Communication  between  legation  and  De- 

Sartment ;  if  same  should  be  cut  odff  by 
hili,  he  should  not  adopt  any  special 
means  of  communication,  except  in  case 
of  absolute  necessity. 

Becognition  of  Pi^rola's  government: 
leaves  time  and  manner  of,  to  minister's 
discretion.    (See  infra  $  70.) 

Becognition  of  PiSroIa's  government: 
question  of,  is  left  to  ministen. 
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830 


131 


834 


835 


836 


837 


838 


848 
846 


Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Tracy. 

Mr.  Evarte  to  Mr. 
Christianoy  (No. 
57). 


Mr.  Eyarts  to  Mr. 

Christianoy  (No. 

58). 
Same  to  same  (No. 

63). 


Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Calderon. 


Same  to  same, 


Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Christianoy  (No. 
64). 


839     Same  to  same  (No. 
65). 


1880. 
Jan.    31 


Feb.     4 


Feb.    18 
Mar.     1 


Mar.     1 


Mar.     1 


Mar.     1 


Mar.     8 


Same  to  same  (No. 
69). 

Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Tracyt 


Mar.   10 
Mar.  88 


Recognition  of  Pi^rola's  government:  cer-     386 
emonial  letter  received ;  friendly  expres- 
sions. 

Recognition  of  Pi^rola's  government ;  in-     386 
structed  to  recognize  Pi^rola's  govern- 
ment if  he  has  not  already  done  so ;  note 
of  the  31st  nltimo  from  Department  to 
Pemvian  charg6,  inclosed. 

Damages  to  American*  property  by  Chilian     388 
forces  at  Lobos  Island ;  action  of  legation 
as  reported  in  No.  105  approved. 

Denies  right  of  Pern  to  seize  neutral  vee-  388 
sels  loaded  with  nitrates  taken  from  beds 
which  belong  to  Pern,  but  which  are  now 
in  military  possession  of  Chili^  as  treaty 
provides  that  free  ships  make  free  goods; 
instructed  to  enjoin  Pern  not  to  enforce 
her  claimed  rights;  reply  to  No.  106; 
notes  to  foreign  ofiBce  in  reply  to  its  cir- 
culars inclosed  for  delivery. 

Neutral  vessels  loaded  with  nitrate  taken  389 
from  beds  which  belong  to  Peru  and  are 
now  in  military  possession  of  Chili ;  right 
claimed  by  Chiu  to  seize  same ;  United 
States  legation  at  Lima  will  inform  Peru 
of  Department's  views  on  subject ;  reply 
to  not>e  of  14th  January. 

Blockades  established  by  Chili  at  Peruvian  330 
ports:  inefficiency  of ;  if  Chili  seizes  any 
American  vessel  for  entering  a  port 
which  is  insufficiently  blockaded  she 
will  be  required  to  make  reparation ;  re- 
ply to  note  of  14th  Jannar;^. 

Blockade  of  MoUendo  by  Chilian  squadron :  330 
legation's  instruction  to  consular  agent 
at  Arica  relative  to,  approved ;  instructed 
to  take  no  notice  of  any  manifesto  on 
subject  unless  it  is  addressed  to  him  in 
his  official  capacity. 

Belligerent  rights  of  Peru ;  question  as  to  331 
authority  of  consul  at  Iqui(}ue,  which  is 
now  in  possession  of  the  Chilians,  to  grant 
clearances  to  vessels  loaded  with  nitrates 
taken  firom  beds  belonging  to  Peru,  but 
now  in  military  possession  of  Chili ;  No. 
118  received ;  consuls  have  no  right  to 
grant  clearances  under  any  circum- 
stances ;  local  authorities  alone  have  such 
rights;    when  these  authorities  grant 

~  vessels  clearances  consul  should  deliver 
to  such  vessels  their  papers ;  consuls  can- 
not gainsay  opinion  of  the  existing  au- 
thontv  at  his  port  as  to  what  may  be 
lawfully  exported ;  Peru's  resentment  at 
exportation  of  these  nitrates  is  natural, 
but  her  assertion  of  right  to  seize  neu- 
tral vessels  loaded  with  them  is  contrary 
public  law  and  will  not  be  admitted  by 
foreign  Governments. 

Recognition  of  government  of  Pi6rola ;  ac-     336 
tion  of  legation,  as  reported  in  115,  ap- 
proved. 

His  note  of  9th  instant,  deuyiog  rumor  of    344 
desertion  of  Pern  by  Bolivia,  acknowl- 
edged, 
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255 


256 

258 

268 


272 


274 
275 

976 

2e9 


291 


292 


294 


295 


297 


Mr.  Evarta  to  Mr. 
Christiancy  (No. 
76). 


Same  to  same  (Ko. 
77). 

Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Tracy. 


Mr.  Hay  to  Mr. 
ChriBtiaiicy  (No. 
90). 


Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Christiancy  (No. 
93). 


Mr.    Hay   to   Mr. 

Christiancy  (No. 

97). 
Same  to  same  (No. 

99). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
102). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
106). 


1880. 
Apr.    19 


Apr.    23 

> 

Apr.   28 
June  30 


Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Garcia. 


Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Christiancy  (No. 
109). 


Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
(Hrcia. 


Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Christiancy,  No. 
112). 

Mr.    Hay   to   Mr. 

(Jaroia. 


Joly  30 


Ang.   16 
Ang.   16 

Ang.  25 

Nov.     9 


Nov.   13 


Nov.  27 


Deo. 


Dec.    13 


Dec.    22 


Menacing  and  violation  of  neutral  rights  359 
by  Chili;  protest  will  be  addressed  to 
Cnilian  minister  here  against  injury  to 
the  United  States  citizens ;  instructed  to 
protest  to  Peru,  in  event  of  her  resorting 
to  wanton  destoiction  of  life  and  projH 
eity,  as  Chili  has  done ;  reply  to  140. 

Exchange  of  prisoners  of  war  between  Bo-     359 
li via  and  Chili ;  No.  3  to  the  United  States 
minister  at  La  Paz  inclosed. 

Blockade  of  Callao  by  Chilians  and  open-     360 
ing  of  other  pOrts  by  Peru  instead :  an- 
nouncement of,  received  and  communi- 
cated to  Treasury. 

Charges  preferred  by  Chili  against  Mr.     378 
Merriam,  consul  at  Iquique,  of  assisting 
Peru  in  the  war ;  instructed  to  investi- 
gate the  same,  and  if  they  prove  well 
founded,  to  remove  Mr.  Memam. 

Mode  suggested  by  United  States  minister     385 
at  Santiago  of  rendering  good  offices  of 
United  States  available  for  cessation  of 
hostilities  approved;  confirms  Depart- 
ment's telegram  of  29th  instant. 

Mediation;  im vises  him  of  disposition  of    387 
Chili  to  accept  our  mediation  and  asks 
what  is  the  disposition  of  Pern. 

Iquique;  charges  V8.  Consul  Merriam  of    387 
naving  assisted  Peru  in  the  war,  pre- 
ferred oy  Chili ;  approves  course  reported 
in  his  175. 

Outrage   perpetrated    upon    the   United     387 
States  consul  and  flag  at  Arioa  by  Chilian 
soldiery :  further  information  relative  to,  I 
requested ;  reply  to  No.  163. 

Charges  preferred  against  consul  at  Iqui-  423 
que  of  assisting  Peruvians  in  the  war; 
approves  investigation  of  legation  ;  in- 
structed to  give  proper  attention  to  any 
further  evidence  in  the  matter  which 
may  be  adduced. 

Mediation  of  the  United  States  between  426 
Peru  and  Chill :  advises  him  of  failure 
of;  regret  and  chagrin  of  Department; 
United  States  will  welcome  any  further 
opportunity  it  may  have  presented  to  it 
to  promote  restoration  of  peace ;  reply  | 
to  note  of  25th  ultimo. 

Neutrals:  protection  of  the  lives  and  prop-     426 
erty  of,  in  the  event  of  an  attack  by  the 
Chilians  nj^n  Lima;  g'vestextof  De-  ' 
partment's  telegram  oi  ll^th  instant  to 
legation  at  Santiago. 

Mediation  of  the  United  States  between    427 
Peru  and  Chili ;  failure  of  peace  negoti- 
ations regretted ;  note  of  27th  ultimo  re- 
ceived. 

Peace  negotiations :  failure  of,  regretted ;     427 
the  United  States  still  stands  ready  to 
do  whatever  it  properly  can  to  bring 
about  peace ;  reply  to  No.  200. 

Mediation  of  the  United  States  between     430 
Peru  and  Chili :  failure  of;  his  note  of 
18th  instant  transmitting  circular  from 
his   Gk>vernment    censuring    Chili   re- 
ceived. 
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300 


303 


306 


33:) 
334 

3.9 


346 


351 


353 


862 


Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr. 
Cbristittooy  (No. 
U9). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
123). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
129). 


Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 

Christianoy  (No. 

143;. 
Kaliie  to  same  (No. 

144). 

Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 
Harlbnt(No.2). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
7). 


Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 
Elmore. 


Same  to  same , 


Mr.   Hitt    to   Mr. 
Elmore. 


1881. 
Jan.    25 


Feb.    10 


Feb.    17 


May     9 
May    12 

Jnne  15 


Aug.     4 


Aag.  27 


Ang.  31 


Oct.    13 


Neutrals :  Jeojpardization  of  liyes  and  prop- 
erty of,  by  rera  in  sending  adrift  veeseis 
loaded  with  explosive  materials:  in- 
stmcted  to  remonstrate  if  he  shall  as- 
certain that  sach  course  has  been  par^ 
sued  by  Pern,    ilnfra  $  349.) 

Desire  of  United  States  to  bring  about 
peace  j  instructed  to  urge  same  upon 
PeruYian  Gk>yernment,  and  upon  such 
Chilian  officers  as  he  may  meet ;  Peru- 
vians having  evacuated  Lima  and  Callao, 
Peru  desires  foreign  aid  in  behalf  of 
peace,  as  appears  Irom  a  telegram  just 
received  from  fche  Peruvian  minister 
here. 

Scheme  of  the  Soci^t^  ^^n^rale  de  crMit  in- 
dustrial et  commercial  for  liquidation  of 
financial  obligations  of  belligerents ;  au- 
thorized to  suomit  the  same  for  consid- 
eration in  connection  with  discussion  of 
peace  question ;  may  advise  Mr.  Osbom 
and  Mr.  Adams. 

Calderon  government:  authorizes  recogni- 
tion of. 

Forced  loans :  non-liability  of  Americans 
in  Peru  to ;  his  views  as  reported  in  his 
No.  182  approved. 

Peace  question;  instructed  to  encourage 
Peruvians  to  accept  reasonable  condi- 
tions, and  to  impress  upon  Chilian  au- 
thorities in  Peru  the  advantages  of  lib- 
eral treatment  of  Peru  by  their  Govern- 
ment ;  course  which  Peru  eJiould  pursue 
so  as  to  avoid  loss  of  territory  in  indem- 
nification of  Chili ;  directed  to  aid  Pern 
in  pursuing  this  course ;  United  States 
would  assist  the  execution  of  any  satis- 
factory plan  for  satisfying  Chili's  de- 
mands by  means  of  money;  No.  2  to 
legation  at  Santiago  inclosed. 

Claims  of  United  States  citizens  v$.  Peru, 
growing  out  of  contracts :  Cochet  claim 
and  claim  of  John  C.  Landreau;  in- 
structed to  report  on  former,  and  to  de- 
mand justice  in  the  case  of  the  latter : 
in  treaty  of  peace  between  Chili  ana 
Peru,  provision  must  be  made  for  recog- 
nition by  Chili  of  Landreau's  claim  as  a 
prior  lien  upon  any  territory  which 
Peru  may  be  required  to  cede  to  Chili ; 
sets  forth  denial  of  justice  in  Mr.  Lan- 
dreau's  case. 

Recognition  of  Mr.  Elmore ;  credentials  may 
be  presented  at  a  future  time ;  will  be 
informally  reco^ized  if  he  will  deliver 
office  copy  of  his  credentials. 

Recognition  of  Mr.  El  more ;  copy  of  creden- 
tials received;  trust  to  be  able  before 
long  to  arrange  for  his  presentation  to 
the  President ;  reply  to  note  of  29th  in- 
stant. 

Peace  question ;  may  call  at  Department 
at  any  time  for  an  interview ;  reply  to 
note  of  11th  instant. 
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366 


367 


371 


374 


375 


378 

379 
380 


Mr.  Blaise  to  Mr. 
Hurlbat  (tele- 
gram). 

Same  to  same  (tele- 
gram). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
17). 


1881. 
Oct.    27 


Oct.    31 


Nov.   17 


Same  to  same  (No. 
18). 


Same  to  same  (No. 
19). 


Nov.   19 


Nov.  22 


Same  to  same  (tele- 
gram). 


Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 

Elmore. 
Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 

Hurlbat  (No.  21). 


382 


Same  to  same  (No. 
25). 


Nov.   26 

Nov.   26 
Nov.   30 


Dec.     3 


Financial  schemes ;  ' '  Influence  ofvour  posi- 
tion must  not  be  used  in  aid  of  Credit  In- 
dustrie! or  any  other  financial  or  specula- 
tive association." 

Calderon  government ;  "  Continne  to  recog- 
nize Calderon  govemmeut  until  other- 
wise specially  iuBtructed ;  acknowledge 
receipt.'' 

Claim  of  United  States  citizens  v$,  Peru ; 
Cochet  claim  and  Landrean  claim ;  the 
former  is  not  proper  for  presentation ; 
United  States  citizens  in  purchasing  the 
claim  of  a  Peruvian  against  his  Govern- 
ment acquires  no  more  rights  than  the 
Peruvian  had,  and  as  he  had  no  right  to 
intervention  of  United  States,  such  right 
did  not  pass  to  the  purchasers  of  his 
claim ;  Landrean  claim  should  be  wiKi- 
held  from  presentation  until  opportunity 
for  its  ad]  ustment  offers ;  course  reported 
in  his  No.  12  approved ;  coudemns  con- 
duct of  J.  B.  Smpherd,  attorney  for  the 
Cochet  claims. 

Financial  schemes :  explains  Department's 
telegram  of  27th  ultimo ;  minister's  posi- 
tion in  regard  to,  for  restoration  of  Peru 
should  be  a  negative  one ;  in  case  an  op- 
portunity arises  for  us  to  be  useful  in 
abetting  such  scheme,  minister  should 
take  no  important  step  wi^out  instruo- 
tions. 

Peace  question ;  disapproves  memorandum 
addressed  by  him  to  Admiral  Lynch,  and 
his  note  to  Pi^rola's  secretary,  and  the 
convention  he  concluded  for  establish- 
ment of  naval  stations  at  Chimbote,  and 
his  telegram  to  legation  at  Buenoe  Ayrea 
requesting  that  a  minister  be  sent  by 
Argentine  Bepnblio  to  Peru ;  instructed 
to  recognize  Calderon  government,  or, 
if  none  such  exist,'to  remain  inactive  at 
Lima  until  receipt  of  further  instruc- 
tions ;  in  view  of  differences  between 
him  and  his  colleague  at  Santiago  a 
special  envoy  will  be  sent  to  arrange  set- 
tlement of  peace  question. 

Peace  question;  ''Special  envoy  leaves 
Washington  for  Peru  immediately ;  con- 
tinue recognition  of  Calderon  govern- 
ment." 

Peace  ouestion ;  note  of  18th  instant  re- 
ceived. 

Relieves  him  of  negotiations  for  settlement 
of  peace  question;  informs  him  as  to 
appointment  and  powers  of  Mr.  Trescot 
and  Mr.  Walker  Blaine  to  conduct  such 
negotiations ;  he  will  be  expected  to  aid 
this  special  commission. 

Coaling  stations;  strongly  disapproves 
protocol  concluded  by  him  with  Calderon 
government  for  cession  of  such  stations 
to  the  United  States,  and  rebukes  him 
for  concluding  it;  railway  grant;  se- 
verely reprimands  him  for  obtaining 
same  for  himself  from  Pern ;  reply  to 
No,  19. 
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Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 
Horlbat  (No.  26). 


1881. 
D«o.     5 


Mr.  Blaine  to  Mr. 
Morton  (No.  30). 


Same  to  same  (tele- 
gram). 


Mr.  Evarte  to  Mr. 
Snarez. 


Sept.    5 


Nov.   14 


1879. 
Feb.    17 


Cochet  heirs :  Claim  vs.  Pern,  upon  which 
Pern vi an  company's  scheme  is  based ; 
No.  25  received;  minister's  action  ap- 
proved ;  indecency  and  dishonor  of  Mr. 
Ship  herd,  the  a^ent  of  the  company  ; 
eminent  New  York  eentlemen,  whoareal- 
leged  to  belong  to  me  company,  are  prob- 
ably as  ignorant  of  .the  ns3  of  their  names 
as  Mr.  Blaine  was  of  the  a.bsnrd  state- 
ments attributed  to  him  by  Mr.  Shipherd. 

Chili- Peruvian  war  ;  declination  of  the 
Unit'ed  States  to  enter  into  negotiations 
with  European  powersfor  joint  interven- 
tion for  peace ;  reply  to  No.  6. 

Chili-Peruvian  war:  full  account  of  any 
interview  he  has  had  recently  with 
French  Gk>vernment  relative  to,  and  es- 
pecially any  relating  to,  recognition  of 
Peruvian  minister,  requested. 

War  indemnity  :  acknowledges  letters  rel- 
ative to,  and  says  ministers  to  Chili  and 
Pern  have  been  informed  of  the  proposi- 
tion of  the  soci6t^  relative  to  payment 
of  J  the  United  Statues  is  ready  to  aid  in 
bnnging  about  peace. 
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(3)  Cuba. 
§60. 

^'  In  the  war  between  France  and  Spain,  now  commencing,  other  inter- 
ests, peculiarly  ours,  will  in  all  probability  be  deeply  involved.  What- 
ever may  be  the  issue  of  this  war  as  between  those  two  Europeiin  powers, 
it  may  be  taken  for  granted  that  the  dominion  of  Spain  upon  the  Ameri- 
can continents,  north  and  south,  is  irrevocably  gone.  But  the  islands 
of  Cuba  and  Porto  Eico  still  remain  nominally,  and  so  far  really,  de- 
pendent upon  her,  that  she  yet  possesses  the  power  of  transferring  her 
own  dominion  over  them,  together  with  the  possession  of  them,  to 
others.  These  islands,  from  their  local  position  are  natufal  append- 
ages to  the  Korth  American  continent,  and  one  of  them  (Cuba)  almost 
in  sight  of  our  shores,  from  a  multitude  of  considerations  has  become 
an  object  of  transcendent  importance  to  the  commercial  and  political 
interests  of  our  Union.  Its  commanding«position,  with  reference  to  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  and  the  West  India  sea8 ;  the  character  of  its  popula- 
tion; its  situation  midway  between  our  southern  coast  and  the  island 
of  San  Domingo;  its  safe  and  capacious  harbor  of  the  Havana,  fronting 
a  long  line  of  our  shores  destitute  of  the  same  advantage;  the  nature 
of  its.jxroductions  and  of  its  wants,  furnishing  the  supplies  and  needing 
the  returns  of  a  commerce  immensely  profitable  and  mutually  beneficial, 
frive  it  an  importance  in  the  sum  of  our  national  interests  with  which 
that  of  no  other  foreign  territory  can  be  compared,  and  little  inferior  to 
t^hiit  which  binds  the  diflereqt  menibers  of  this  Union  together.    Such, 

3W 


§  60.]  INTERVENTION.  [CHAP.  IH. 

indeed,  are,  between  the  ioterests  of  that  island  and  of  this  country, 
the  geographical,  conimercial,  moral,  and  political  relations  formed  by 
nature,  gathering,  in  the  process  of  time,  and  eveu  now  verging  to  ma- 
turity, that,  in  looking  forward  to  the  probable  course  of  events  for  the 
short  period  of  half  a  century,  it  is  scarcely  i>ossible  to  resist  the  con- 
viction that  the  anuexation  of  Ouba  to  our  Federal  Republic  will  be  in- 
dispensable to  the  continuance  and  integrity  of  the  Union  itself. 

'*  It  is  obvious,  however,  that  for  this  event  we  are  not  yet  prepared. 
Numerous  and  formidable  objections  to  the  extension  of  our  territorial 
dominions  beyond  sea  present  themselves  to  the  first  contemplation  of 
the  subject ;  obstacles  to  the  system  of  policy  by  which  alone  that  re- 
sult can  be  compassed  and  maintained  are  to  be  foreseen  and  sur 
mounted,  both  from  at  home  and  abroad;  but  there  are  laws  of  polit- 
iciil  as  well  as  of  physical  gravitation ;  and  if  an  apple,  severed  by  the 
tempest  from  its  native  tree,  cannot  choose  but  fall  to  the  ground,  Cuba, 
forcibly  disjoined  from  its  own  unnatural  connection  with  Spain,  and 
incapable  of  self-support,  can  gravitate  only  towards  the  North  Amer- 
ican Union,  which,  by  the  same  law  of  nature,  cannot  cast  her  off  from 
its  bosom. 

^<  In  any  other  state  of  things  than  that  which  springs  from  this  incip- 
ient war  between  France  and  Spafn,  these  considerations  would  be 
premature.  They  are  now  merely  touched  upon  to  illustrate  the  posi- 
tion that,  in  the  war  opening  upon  Europe,  the  United  States  have 
deep  and  important  interests  involved,  peculiarly  their  own.  The  con- 
dition of  Cuba  cannot  but  depend  upon  the  issue  of  this  war.  As  an 
integral  part  of  the  Spanish  territories,  Cuba  has  been  formally  and 
solemnly  invested  with  the  liberties  of  the  Spanish  constitution.  To 
destroy  those  liberties,  and  to  restore,  in  the  stead  of  that  constitution, 
the  dominion  of  the  Bourbon  race,  is  the  avowed  object  of  this  new  in 
vasion  of  the  Peninsula.  There  is  too  much  reason  to  apprehend  that^ 
in  Spain  itself,  this  unhallowed  purpose  will  be  attended  with  immedi- 
ate, or  at  least  with  temporary  success.  The  constitution  of  Spain  wili 
be  demolished  by  the  armies.of  the  Holy  Alliance,  and  the  Spanish  na 
tion  will  again  bow  the  neck  to  the  yoke  of  bigotry  and  despotic  sway. 
Whether  the  purposes  of  France,  or  of  her  continental  allies,  extend 
to  the  subjugation  of  the  remaining  ultramarine  possessions  of  Spain 
or  not,  has  not  yet  been  sufficiently  disclosed.  But  to  confine  ourselves 
to  that  which  immediately  concerns  us — the  condition  of  the  Island  of 
Cuba — we  know  that  the  republican  spirit  of  freedom  prevails  among* 
its  inhabitants.  The  liberties  of  the  constitution  are  to  them  rights  in 
possession ;  nor  is  it  to  be  presumed  that  they  will  be  willing  to  surren 
der  them,  because  they  may  be  extinguished  by  foreign  violence  in  the 
parent  country.  As  Spanish  territory,  the  island  will  be  liable  to  in- 
vasion from  France  during  the  war;  and  the  only  reasons  for  doubting 
whether  the  att/Cmpt  will  be  made,  are  the  probable  incompetency  of  the 
French  maritime  force  to  effect  the  conquest,  and  the  probability  that 
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its  accomplishment  would  be  resisted  by  Great  Britain.  In  tbe  mean 
time,  and  at  all  events,  the  condition  of  the  island  in  regard  to  that  of 
its  inhabitants  is  a  condition  of  great,  imminent,  and  complicated  dan 
ger ;  and  without  resorting  to  speculation  upon  what  such  a  state  of 
things  must  produce  upon  a  people  so  situated,  we  know  that  its  ap- 
proach has  already  had  a  powerful  effect  upon  them,  and  that  the  question, 
what  they  are  to  do  upon  contingencies  daily  pressing  upon  them,  and 
ripening  into  reality,  has  for  the  last  twelve  months  constantly  excited 
their  attention  and  stimulated  them  to  action.  Were  the  ix)pu1atiou  of 
the  island  of  one  blood  and  color,  there  could  be  no  doubt  or  hesitation 
with  regard  to  the  course  which  they  would  pursue,  as  dictated  by  their 
interests  and  their  rights }  the  invasion  of  Spain  by  France  would  be  the 
signal  for  their  declaration  of  independence.  That  even  in  their  present 
state  it  will  be  imposed  upon  them  as  a  necessity  is  not  unlikely ;  but 
among  all  their  reflecting  men  it  is  admitted,  as  a  maxim  fundamental  to 
all  deliberation  upon  their  future  condition,  that  they  are  not  competent 
to  a  system  of  permanent  self-dependence;  they  must  rely  for  the  support 
of  protection  upon  some  force  from  without ;  and  in  the  event  of  the 
overthrow  of  the  Spanish  constitution,  that  support  can  no  longer  be 
expected  from  Spain — their  only  alternative  of  dependence  must  be 
upon  Great  Britain  or  upon  the  United  States. 

'^  Hitherto  the  wishes  of  this  Government  have  been  that  the  connec- 
tion between  Ouba  and  Spain  should  continue  as  it  has  existed  for 
several  years ;  these  wishes  are  known  to  the  principal  inhabitants  of 
the  island,  and  instructions,  copies  of  which  are  now  furnished  you, 
were  some  months  since  transmitted  to  Mr.  Forsyth,  authorizing  him  in 
a  suitable  manner  to  communicate  them  to  the  Spanish  Government. 
These  wishes  still  continue,  so  far  as  they  can  be  indulged  with  a  ra- 
tional foresight  of  events  beyond  our  control,  but  for  which  it  is  our 
duty  to  be  prepared.  If  a  Government  is  to  be  imposed  by  foreign  vio- 
lence upon  the  Spanish  nation,  and  the  liberties  which  they  have  as- 
serted by  their  constitution  are  to  be  crushed,  it  is  neither  to  be  expected 
nor  desired  that  the  people  of  Cuba,  far  from  the  reach  of  the  oppress- 
ors of  Spain,  should  submit  to  be  governed  by  them.  Should  the 
cause  of  Spain  itself  issue  more  propitiously  than  from  its  present  pros- 
pects can  be  anticipated,  it  is  obvious  that  the  trial  through  which  she 
must  pass  at  home,  and  the  final  loss  of  ail  her  dominions  on  the  Amer- 
ican continents,  will  leave  her  unable  to  extend  to  the  Island  of  Cuba 
that  protection  necessary  for  its  internal  security  and  its  outward  de 
feuse. 

''  Great  Britain  has  formally  withdrawn  from  the  councils  of  the  Su- 
ropeau  alliance  in  regard  to  Spain ;  she  disapproves  the  war  which  they 
have  sanctioned,  and  which  is  undertaken  by  France,  and  she  avows  her 
determination  to  defend  Portugal  against  the  application  of  the  prin- 
ciples upon  which  tbe  invasion  of  Spain  raises  its  only  pretense  of  right. 
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"  To  the  wi^r  as  it  cotnmenceB  she  has  declared  her  intention  of  re- 
maining neatral ;  bat  the  spirit  of  the  British  nation  is  so  strongly  and 
with  so  mach  unanimity  prononnced  against  France,  their  interests  are 
so  deeply  involved  in  the  issae,  their  national  resentments  and  jeal- 
ousies will  be  so  forcibly  stimulated  by  the  progress  of  the  war,  what- 
ever it  may  be,  that,  unless  the  conflict  should  be  as  short  and  the  issne 
as  decisive  as  that  of  which  Italy  was  recently  the  scene,  it  is  scarcely 
possible  that  the  neutrality  of  Great  Britain  should  be  long  maintained. 
The  prospect  is  that  she  will  soon  be  engaged  on  the  side  of  Spain ;  but, 
in  making  common  cause  with  her,  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  she 
will  yield  her  assistance  upon  principles  altogether  disinterested  and 
gratuitous.  As  the  price  of  her  alliance,  the  two  remaining  islands  of 
Spain  in  the  West  Indies  present  objects  no  longer  of  much  possible 
value  or  benefit  to  Spain,  but  of  such  importance  to  Great  Britain  that 
it  is  impossible  to  suppose  her  indifferent  to  the  acquisition  of  them. 
The  motives  of  Great  Britain  for  desiring  the  possession  of  Cuba  are 
so  obvious,  especially  since  tlie  independence  of  Mexico  and  the  annexa- 
tion of  the  Floridas  to  our  Union ;  the  internal  condition  of  the  island 
since  the  recent  Spanish  revolution,  and  the  possibility  of  its  continued 
dependence  upon  Spain,  have  been  so  precarious ;  the  want  of  protec- 
tion there,  the  power  of  affording  it  possessed  by  Great  Britain,  and 
the  necessities  of  Spain,  to  secure,  by  some  equivalent,  the  support  of 
Great  Britain  for  herself,  have  formed  a  remarkable  concurrence  of  pre- 
dispositions to  the  transfer  of  Cuba,  and  during  the  last  two  years  m- 
mors  have  been  multiplied  that  it  was  already  consummated.  We  have 
been  confidently  told,  by  indirect  communication  from  the  French  €k>v- 
ernmeut,  that  more  than  two  years  since  Great  Britain  was  negotiating 
with  Spain  for  the  cession  of  Cuba,  and  so  eager  iu  the  pursuit  as  to 
have  offered  Gibraltar,  and  more,  for  it  in  exchange.  There  is  reason 
to  believe  that,  iu  this  respect,  the  French  Government  was  misin- 
formed ;  but  neither  is  entire  reliance  to  be  placed  on  the  declaration 
lately  made  by  the  present  British  secretary  for  foreign  affairs  to  the 
French  Government,  and  which,  with  precautions  indicating  distrust, 
has  been  also  confidentially  communicated  to  us,  viz,  that  Great  Britain 
would  hold  it  disgraceful  to  avail  herself  of  the  distressed  situation  of 
Spain  to  obtain  possession  of  any  portion  of  her  American  colonies. 

"The  object  of  this  declaration,  and  of  the  communication  of  it  here, 
nndoubtedly  was  to  induce  the  belief  that  Great  Britain  entertained 
no  purpose  of  obtaining  the  possession  of  Cuba ;  but  these  assurances 
were  given  with  reference  to  a  state  of  peace  then  still  existing,  and 
which  it  was  the  intention  and  hope  of  Gn*at  Britain  to  preserve.  The 
condition  of  all  the  parties  to  them  has  since  changed,  and  however 
indisposed  the  British  Government  might  be  ungenerously  to  avail 
themselves  of  the  distress  of  Spain  to  extort  from  her  any  remnant  of 
her  former  possessions,  they  did  not  forbear  to  take  advantage  of  it  by 
order  of  reprimtls  given  to  two  sncce^isive  squadrons  dispatched  to  the 
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West  Indies,  and  stationed  in  immediate  proximity  to  the  Island  of 
Cuba. 

^'  By  measures  thns  vigorous  and  peremptory,  they  obtained  from 
Spain  an  immediate  revocation  of  the  blockade  which  her  generals 
had  proclaimed  on  the  coast  of  Terra  Firma,  and  pledges  of  repara- 
tion for  all  the  captures  of  British  vessels  made  under  cover  of  that 
military  fiction.  They  obtained  also  an  acknowledgment  of  many 
long-standing  claims  of  British  subjects  upon  the  Spanish  Government, 
and  promises  of  payment  of  them  as  a  part  of  the  national  debt.  The 
whole  amount  of  them,  however,  as  well  as  that  of  the  reparation  and 
indemnity  promised  for  the  capture  of  British  property  under  the 
blockades  of  General  Morales  and  by  the  Porto  Bico  privateers,  yet 
exists  in  the  form  of  claims;  and  the  whole  mass  of  them  now  is  ac- 
knowledged claim,  for  the  satisfaction  of  which  pledges  have  been 
given  to  be  redeemed  hereafter ;  and  for  which  the  Island  of  Cuba  may 
be  the  only  indemnity  in  the  power  of  Spain  to  grant,  as  it  would  un- 
doubtedly be  to  Great  Britain  the  most  satisfactory  indemnity  which 
she  could  receive. 

^^The  war  between  France  and  Spain  changes  so  totally  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  declaration  above  mentioned  of  Mr,  Canning 
was  made,  that  it  may,  at  its  very  outset,  produce  events  under  which 
the  possession  of  Cuba  may  be  obtained  by  Great  Britain  without  even 
raising  a  reproach  of  intended  deception  against  the  British  Govern- 
ment for  making  it.  An  alliance  between  Great  Britain  and  Spain  may 
be  one  of  the  first  fruits  of  this  war.  A  guarantee  of  the  island  to 
Spain  may  be  among  the  stipulations  of  that  alliance;  and  in  the  event 
either  of  a  threatened  attack  upon  the  island  by  France,  or  of  attempts 
on  the  part  of  the  islanders  to  assume  their  independence,  a  resort  to 
the  temporary  occupation  of  the  Havana  by  British  forces  may  be  among 
the  probable  expedients  through  which  it  may  be  obtained,  by  concert 
between  Great  Britain  and  Spain  herself.  It  is  not  necessary  to  point 
out  the  numerous  contingencies  by  which  the  transition  from  a  tempo- 
rary and  fiduciary  occupation  to  a  permanent  and  proprietary  posses- 
sion may  be  effected. 

^<The  transfer  of  Cuba  to  Great  Britain  would  be  an  event  unpropi- 
tious  to  the  interests  of  this  Union.  The  opinion  is  so  generally  enter- 
tained, that  even  the  groundless  rumors  that  it  was  about  to  be  accom- 
plished, which  have  spread  abroad,  and  are  still  teeming,  may  be  traced 
to  the  deep  and  almost  universal  feeling  of  aversion  to  it,  and  to  the 
alarm  which  the  mere  probability  of  its  occurrence  has  stimulated.  The 
question  both  of  our  right  and  of  our  power  to  prevent  it,  if  necessary 
by  force,  already  obtrudes  itself  upon  our  councils,  and  the  Adminis- 
tration i^  called  upon,  in  the  performance  of  its  duties  to  the  nation,  at 
least,  to  use  all  the  means  within  its  competency  to  guard  against  and 
forefend  it 
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It  will  be  among  the  primary  objects  requiring  your  most  earnest  and 
unremitting  attention  to  ascertain  and  report  to  us  every  movement  of 
negotiation  between  Spain  and  Great  Britain  upon  this  subject.  We 
cannot,  indeed,  prescribe  any  special  instructions  in  relation  to  it.  We- 
scarcely  know  where  you  will  find  the  Government  of  Spain  upon  your 
arrival  in  the  country,  nor  can  we  foresee  with  certainty  by  whom  it 
will  be  administered.  Your  credentials  are  addressed  to  Ferdinand,  the 
Edng  of  Spain  under  the  constitution.  Yon  may  find  him  under  the 
guardianship  of  the  Cortes,  under  the  custody  of  an  army  of  faith,  or 
under  the  protection  of  the  invaders  of  his  country.  So  long  as  the 
constitutional  €k>vemment  may  continue  to  be  administered  in  his  name, 
your  official  intercourse  will  be  with  his  ministers,  and  to  them  you  will 
repeat  what  Mr.  Forsyth  has  been  instructed  to  say,  that  the  wishes  of 
your  Government  are  that  Cuba  and  Porto  Rico  may  continue  in  con- 
nection with  independent  and  constitutional  Spain. 

^<  You  will  add  that  no  countenance  has  been  given  by  us  to  any 
projected  plan  of  separation  from  Spain  which  may  have  been  formed 
in  the  island.  This  assurance  becomes  proper,  as  by  a  late  dispatch 
received  from  Mr.  Forsyth  he  intimates  that  the  Spanish  Government 
have  been  informed  that  a  revolution  in  Cuba  was  secretly  preparingi 
fomented  by  communications  between  a  society  of  Freemasons  there 
and  another  of  the  same  fraternity  in  Philadelphia.  Of  this  we  have 
no  other  knowledge;  and  the  societies  of  Freemasons  in  this  country 
are  so  little  in  the  practice  of  using  agency  of  a  political  nature  on  any 
occasion,  that  we  think  it  most  probable  the  information  of  the  Spanish 
Government  in  that  respect  is  unfounded.  It  is  true  that  the  Freema- 
sons at  the  Havana  have  taken  part  of  late  in  the  politics  of  Cuba,  and, 
so  far  as  it  is  known  to  us,  it  has  been  an  earnest  and  active  part  in 
favor  of  the  continuance  of  their  connection  with  Spain.  While  dis- 
claiming all  disposition  on  our  part  either  to  obtain  possession  of  Cuba 
or  Porto  Eico  ourselves,  you  will  declare  that  the  American  Govern- 
ment had  no  knowledge  of  the  lawless  expedition  undertaken  against 
the  latter  of  those  islands  last  summer." 

Mr.  AdamSi  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Nelsoo,  Apr.  28,  1823 ;  MSS.  Inst.  Ministers; 
published  in  Br.  and  For.  St.  Pap.  (1853-'4),  vol.  44,  p.  138.  Portions  of 
these  instmctions  are  in  5  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Rel.))  408. 

"  With  Europe  we  have  few  occasions  of  collision,  and  these,  with  a 
little  prudence  and  forbearance,  may  be  generally  accommodated.  Of 
the  brethren  of  our  own  hemisphere,  none  are  yet,  or  for  an  age  to  come 
will  be,  in  a  shape,  condition,  or  disposition  to  war  against  us.  And 
the  foothold  which  the  nations  of  Europe  had  in  either  America  is  slip- 
ping from  under  them,  so  tbat  we  shall  soon  be  rid  of  their  neighbor- 
hood. Cuba  alone  seems  at  present  to  hold  up  a  speck  of  war  to  ns. 
Its  possession  by  Great  Britain  would  indeed  be  a  great  calamity  to  us. 
Gould  we  induce  her  to  join  us  in  guaranteeing  its  independence  against 
all  the  world,  except  Spain,  it  would  be  nearly  as  valuable  as  if  it  were 
our  own.    But  should  she  take  it,  I  would  not  immediately  go  to  war 
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for  it :  becaose  the  first  war  on  other  acconuts  will  give  it  to  us,  or  the 
island  will  give  itself  to  ns  when  able  to  do  so.  While  no  duty,  there- 
fore,  calls  on  ns  to  take  part  in  the  present  war  of  Europe,  and  a  golden 
harvest  offers  itself  in  reward  for  doing  nothing,  peace  and  neutrality 
seem  to  be  our  duty  and  interest.  We  may  gratify  ourselves,  indeed, 
with  a  neutrality  as  partial  to  Spain  as  would  be  justifiable  without  giv- 
ing cause  of  war  to  her  adversary.  We  might  and  ought  to  avail  our- 
selves of  the  happy  occasion  of  procuring  and  cementing  a  cordial  re- 
conciliation with  her  by  giving  assurance  of  every  friendly  office  which 
neutrality  admits,  and  especially  against  all  apprehension  of  our  inter- 
meddling in  the  quarrel  with  her  colonies.  And  I  expect  daily  and  con- 
fidently to  hear  of  a  spark  kindled  in  France  which  will  employ  her  at 
home  and  relieve  Spain  from  all  further  apprehensions  of  danger." 

Mr.  Jefferson  to  President  Monroe,  Jane  11,  1823;  7  Jeff.  Works,  288.  For 
another  portion  of  this  letter  see  aupraf  ^Ab;  Bfie  also  Mr.  Jefferson  to  Presi- 
deot  Monroe,  October  24,  1823,  qnoted  Bvqpra,  $  57. 

"I  had  supposed ''  (when  writing  a  former  letter)  "an  English  inter- 
est there  (in  Cuba)  quite  as  strong  as  that  of  the  United  States,  and 
therefore  that  to  avoid  war  and  keep  the  island  open  to  our  own  com- 
merce, it  would  be  best  to  join  that  power  in  mutually  guaranteeing  its 
independence.  But  if  there  ij9  no  danger  of  its  falling  into  the  posses- 
sion of  England,  I  must  retract  an  opinion  founded  on  an  error  of  fact. 
We  are  surely  under  no  obligation  to  give  her  gratis  an  interest  which 
she  has  not;  and  the  whole  inhabitants  being  averse  to  her,  and  the 
climate  mortal  to  strangers,  its  continued  military  occupation  by  her 
would  be  impracticable.  It  is  better,  then,  to  lie  still,  in  readiness  to 
receive  that  interesting  incorporation  when  solicited  by  herself,  for  cer- 
tainly her  addition  to  our  confederacy  is  exactly  what  is  wanted  to  roun<l 
our  power  as  a  nation  to  the  point  of  its  utmost  interest." 

Mr.  Jefferson  to  Mr.  Monroe,  President,  Jnne  23,  1823;  Monroe  Pap.,  Dep.  of 
State;  7  Jeff.  Works,  299.    See  st^a,  $$  45,  57. 

Instructions  were  sent,  under  direction  of  the  President  (Mr.  J.  Q. 
Adams)^  by  Mr.  Clay,  when  Secretary  of  State,  to  the  ministers  to  the 
leading  European  Governments  to  announce  '^  that  the  United  States, 
for  themselves,  desired  no  change  in  the  political  condition  of  Cuba ; 
that  they  were  satisfied  that  it  should  remain,  open  as  it  now  is,  to  their 
commerce,  and  that  they  could  not  with  indifference  see  it  passing  from 
Spain  to  any  (other)  European  power.'' 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  King,  Oct.  17,  1825;  MSS.  Inst.  Ministers. 

<^  Yon  will  now  add  that  we  could  not  consent  to  the  occupation  of 
those  islands  (Cuba  and  Porto  Bico)  by  any  other  European  x>owerthan 
Spain  under  any  contingency  whatever." 

Mr.  Clay  to  Mr.  Brown,  Oct.  25,  1825 ;  MSS.  Inst.  Ministers. 

The  following  is  from  the  diary  of  Lord  Ellenborough,  under  date  of 
February  8, 1830,  Lord  Ellen  borough  being  at  the  time  a  cabinet  minis- 
ter in  the  Duke  of  Wellington's  administration : 

^<  It  appears,  on  looking  over  the  papers  of  1825  and  1826,  that  so  far 
from  our  having  prohibited  Mexico  and  Colombia  from  making  any  at- 
tack upon  Cuba,  we  uniformly  abstained  from  doing  anything  of  the 
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kind.  The  Americans  declared  that  they  could  not  see  with  indiffer- 
ence any  state  other  than  S))ain  in  x>o8se88ion  of  Cuba,  and  farther, 
their  disposition  to  interpose  their  power  should  war  be  conducted  in 
Cuba  in  a  devastating  manner,  and  with  a  view  to  the  excitement  of  a 
servile  war.^' 

2  Diary,  4&0.,  188. 

In  1825  the  British  Government  suggested  to  the  Governments  of 
France  and  of  the  United  States  a  joint  declaration  by  the  three  Gov- 
ernments (as  an  inducement  to  Spain  to  acknowledge  South  American 
independence),  that  they  would  not  permit  Cuba  to  be  wrested  from 
Spaiu.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  held  this  under  advise- 
ment, and  on  France  declining,  the  proposal  was  dropped. 

Mr.  Clay,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Kiug,  Oct.  25, 18-25 ;  MSB.  Inst.  Ministers. 

Subseqaently,  however,  the  United  States  refused  to  enter  into  any  Joint  ar- 
rangements with  foreign  powers  as  to  Cnba.  See  further  instructions  in 
this  section,  and  $upra,  ^$  72,  102. 

As  to  the  attitnde  that  wonld  be  assumed  by  the  United  States  in  caee  of  the 
South  American  states,  then  at  war  with  Spain,  attacking  Cuba  and  car- 
rying on  the  war  in  a  *'  desolating  manner,"  s^  letter  of  Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of 
State,  to  Mr.  Middleton,  Dec.  26, 1825;  MSS.Inst.  Ministers.   . 

The  note  of  Mr.  A.  H.  Everett,  minister  to  Spain,  on  Jan.  20, 1826,  to  the  Span- 
ish minister  of  foreign  affairs,  will  be  found  in  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  246, 20th 
Cong.,  Ist.  sees. 

^^If  the  acquisition  of  Cuba  were  desirable  to  the  United  States, 
there  is  believed  to  be  no  reasonable  prospect  of  effecting,  at  this 
conjuncture,  that  object.  And  if  there  were  -any,  the  frankness  of 
their  diplomacy,  which  has  induced  the  President  fi^eely  and  fully  to  dis- 
close our  views  both  to  Oreat  Britain  and  France,  forbids  absolutely 
any  movement  whatever,  at  this  time,  with  such  a  purpose.  This  con. 
dition  of  the  great  maritime  powers  (the  United  States,  Great  Britain, 
and  France)  is  almost  equivalent  to  an  actual  guarantee  of  the  islands 
to  Spain.  But  we  can  enter  into  no  stipulations  by  treaty  to  guarantee 
them.'' 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  Stote,  to  Mr.  A.  H.  Everett,  Apr.  13,  1826 ;  MSS.  Inst.  Minis- 
ters.    (See  more  fully  Mr.  Clay  to  Messrs.  Anderson  and  Sergeant,  May  8 
1826,  ibid,) 

Mr.  Gallatin,  when  minister  at  London,  tried  "to  Impress  strongly  on 
his  (Mr.  Gauuiug's)  mind  that  it  was  impossible  that  the  United  States 
could  acquiesce  in  the  conquest  by,  or  transfer  of.  that  island  (Guba)  to 
any  great  maritime  power.'' 

Mr.  Gallatin  to  Mr.  Clay,  Seo.  of  State,  Dec.  22, 1826 ;  2  Gallatin^s  Wrltings/346. 

"The  Government  has  always  looked  with  the  deepest  interest  upon 
the  fate  of  those  islands,  but  particularly  of  Guba.  Its  geographical 
position,  which  places  it  almost  in  sight  of  our  southern  shores,  and,  as 
it  were,  gives  it  the  command  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  the  West  In- 
dian seas,  its  safe  and  capacious  harbors,  its  rich  productions,  the  ex- 
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change  of  which  for  onr  surplus  agricultural  products  aud  manufactures, 
constitutes  one  of  the  most  extensive  and  valuable  branches  of  our  for- 
eign trade,  render  it  of  the  utmost  importance  to  the  United  States  that 
no  change  should  take  place  in  its  condition  .which  might  injuriously 
affect  our  political  and  commercial  standing  in  that  quarter.  Other  con- 
siderations connected  with  a  certain  class  of  our  population,  make  it  the 
interest  of  the  southern  section  of  the  Union  that  no  attempt  should  be 
made  in  that  island  to  throw  off  the  yoke  of  Spanish  dependence,  the 
first  effect  of  which  would  be  the  sudden  emancipation  of  a  nnmei'ous 
slave  population,  whose  result  could  not  but  be  very  sensibly  felt  upon 
the  adjacent  shores  of  the  United  States. 

*^  On  the  other  hand,  the  wisdom  which  induced  the  Spanish  Govern- 
ment to  relax  in  its  colonial  system,  and  to  adopt  with  regard  to  those 
islands,  a  more  liberal  policy  which  opened  their  ports  to  general  com- 
merce, has  been  so  far  satisfactory,  in  the  view  of  the  United  States,  as, 
in  addition  to  other  considerations,  to  induce  this  Government  to  desire 
that  their  possession  should  not  be  transferred  from  the  Spanish  Crown 
to  any  other  power." 

Mr.  Van  Buren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Van  Ness,  Oct.  2,   1829;  MSS.   Inst. 
Ministers. 

See  pablications  in  Br.  and  For.  St.  Pap.,  1837-'38,  vol.  26,  1124  jf.  including: 
Mr.  Forsyth  (Madrid)  to  Mr.  Adams  (Sec),  Nov.  20,  1822;  Mr.  Forsyth 
(Madrid)  to  Mr.  Adams  (Sec.),  Dec.  13,  1822;  Mr.  Adams  to  Mr.  Forsyth, 
Dec.  17,  1822;  Mr.  Forsyth  to  Mr.  Adams,  Feb.  10, 1823;  Mr.  Adams  to  Mr. 
Nelson,  Apr.  2S,  1823  (suggesting  parchase  of  Cuba) ;  Mr.  Appleton  (Cadiz) 
to  Mr.  Adams,  July  10, 1823;  Mr.  Nelson  to  Mr.  Clay  (Sec),  July  10,  1825; 
Mr.  Clay  to  Mr.  Everett,  AprU  15, 1825;  Mr.  Clay  to  Mr.  Everett,  Apr.  27, 
1825;  Mr.  Nelson  to  Mr.  Bermudez,  June  22,  1825;  Mr.  Bermndez  to  Mr. 
Nelson,  July  12, 1825  (stating  that  Spain  would  not  part  with  Cuba) ;  Mr. 
Everett  to  Mr.  Clay,  Sept.  25, 1825 ;  Mr.  Everett  to  Mr.  Clay,  Aug.  17, 1887 ; 
the  Spanish  minister  at  London  to  the  minister  of  state,  June  1,  1827 ;  Mr. 
Everett  to  Mr.  Clay,  Dec.  12, 1827 ;  confidential  memorandum  of  Mr.  Everett 
for  the  Spanish  secretary  of  state,  Dec.  10,  1827,  stating,  among  other 
things,  that  the  Government  of  '*  His  Catholic  Majesty  cannot  be  ignorant 
of  the  movements  commenced  a  few  months  ago  by  the  Britinh  ministry, 
in  conjunction  with  the  Spanish  refugees  in  London,  and  now  in  the  course 
of  execution,  for  the  purpose  of  revolutionizing  the  Island  of  Cuba  and 
the  Canaries,"  saying  that  the  United  States  would  not  consent  to  Cuba 
passing  to  any  third  power,  and  complaining  of  discrimination  against  the 
United  States;  Mr.  Van  Buren  (Sec),  to  Mr.  Van  Ness  (Madrid),  Oct.  12, 
1829,  taking  the  same  position  as  to  transfer  of  Cuba  to  another  power ;  Mr. 
Van  Buren  to  Mr.  Van  Ness,  Oct.  13, 1830,  saying  that  *'  the  President  does 
not  see  on  what  ground  he  would  be  justified  in  interfering  with  any 
attempts  which  the  South  American  states  might  think  it  for  their  interest, 
in  the  prosecution  of  a  defensive  war,  to  make  upon  the  island  in  question  " ; 
Mr.  Van  Ness  (Madrid)  to  Mr.  Forsyth  (Sec),  Aug.  16,  1836,  speaking  of 
rumors  of  disquiet  in  Cuba ;  Mr.  Van  Ness  to  Mr.  Forsyth,  Dec.  10,  1836, 
as  to  the  effect  of  Spanish  political  changes  on  Cuba ;  Mr.  Stevenson  CLon- 
don)  to  Mr.  Forsyth,  June  16,  1839,  as  to  conversation  with  Lord  Palmer- 
ston,  Mr.  S.  protesting  against  foreign  interference  in  Cuba;  Mr.  Eaton 
(Madrid)  to  Mr.  Forsyth,  Aug.  10,  1837,  stating  that  Mr.  Villiers,  British 
minister  in  Spain,  disclaimed  the  idea  of  Great  Britain  taking  Cuba. 
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''If,  indeed,  an  attempt  should  be  made  to  disturb  them  [the  Spanish 
West  Indies]  by  putting  arms  in  the  hands  of  one  portion  of  their  pop- 
ulation to  destroy  another,  and  which,  in  its  influence,  would  endanger 
the  peace  of  a  portion  of  the  United  States,  the  case  might  be  different. 
Against  such  an  attempt  the  United  States  (being  informed  that  it  was 
in  contemplation)  have  already  protested,  and  warmly  remonstrated  in 
their  communications,  last  summer,  with  the  Gk)vernment  of  Mexico. 
But  the  information  lately  communicated  to  us,  in  this  regard,  was 
accompanied  by  a  solemn  assurance  that  no  such  measures  will,  in  any 
event,  be  resorted  to ;  and  that  the  contest,  if  forced  upon  them,  will 
be  carried  on,  on  their  part,  with  strict  reference  to  the  established 
rules  of  civilized  warfare." 

Mr.  Van  Boien,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Van  Nees,  Oct  13,  1830;  M8S.  Inst. 

Ministen. 
The  correspondence  in  reference  to  the  quintuple  treaty  of  1842  is  given  in 

Senate  Doc.  No.  223,  27th  Cong.,  3d  sess. 
As  to  policy  of  the  United  States  in  respect  to  Cuba,  see  farther,  Brit,  and  For. 

St.  Pap.  for  1843^4,  vol.  32,  861. 

^<A  communication  from  a  highly  respectable  source  has  just  been  re- 
ceived at  this  Department,  which  purports  to  contain  information  of  so 
serious  a  nature  in  regard  to  the  present  condition  of  the  Island  of 
Ouba,  that  the  President  has  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  expedient 
to  lose  no  time  in  ascertaining,  if  practicable,  how  far  the  real  facts  of 
the  case  may  correspond  with  the  representations.  The  name  of  the  in- 
dividual from  which  these  accounts  have  come  is,  for  good  reasons,  with- 
held. It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  they  come  from  the  island,  and  have 
been  transmitted  from  thence  by  a  person  of  high  standing,  whose  state- 
ments, as  we  are  told  by  those  who  know  the  source,  are  believed  to  be 
entitled  to  as  much  consideration  as  those  of  any  individual  in  Cuba. 

<^  Acting  under  this  belief,  and  influenced  by  the  consideration  that  this 
Government  has  fr^uently  received  intimations  from  various  quarters 
in  regard  to  Cuba  which  give  a  color  of  probability  to  the  statements 
which  have  thus  been  recently  received,  the  President  has  instructed 
me  to  make  this  communication  to  you,  to  call  your  attention  to  the 
matter,  and  to  desire  you  to  transmit  all  the  information  you  possess  or 
can  obtain  in  regard  to  it. 

<^  The  necessity  of  absolute  secrecy  in  everything  that  relates  to  the  in- 
quiries you  are  directed  to  make,  and  in  the  transmission  of  their  result 
to  your  Government,  has  obliged  us  to  send  to  Havana  a  special  mes- 
senger, who  will  take  charge  of  and  deliver  to  you  in  person  this  letter, 
and  who  will  be  directed  to  remain  with  you  for  some  short  time  to 
afford  you  opportunity  to  prepare  a  reply,  and  to  impart  all  the  intelli- 
gence which  may  be  within  your  reach. 

^^  It  is  proper,  however,  to  apprise  you  that  it  is  highly  desirable  that 
there  should  be  as  little  detention  as  possible,  as  the  President  is  ex- 
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ceedingly  anxioas  to  be  well  informed  upon  the  subject  at  the  earliest 
practicable  moment. 

^^  The  messenger  is  unacquainted  with  the  contents  of  this  letter,  and 
it  is  not  necessary  or  desirable  that  the  subject  of  this  correspondence 
should  be  in  any  way  made  known  to  him.  The  amount  of  the  informa- 
tion which  has  been  received  is  this :  The  writer  represents  himself  as 
bound  in  honor  not  to  reveal  what  he  has  made  known  to  his  corre- 
spondent in  the  United  States  to  the  local  authorities  of  Guba,  for  rea- 
sons which  can  only  be  guessed  at. 

^^  His  statements,  confirmed  as  they  appear  to  be  in  some  particulars 
by  various  recent  occurrences  of  a  public  character  with  which  you 
cannot  but  be  familiar^  are  considered  as  entitled  at  least  to  serious 
attention,  and  to  call  for  immediate  examination  and  reply. 

^'  It  is  represented  that  the  situation  of  Cuba  is  at  this  moment  in  the 
highest  degree  dangerous  and  critical,  and  that  Great  Britain  has  re- 
solved upon  its  ruin ;  that  Spain  does  not  or  will  not  see  this  intention, 
and  that  the  authorities  of  the  island  are  utterly  incompetent  to  meet 
the  crisis;  that,  although,  according  to  the  treaty  of  1817,  the  slave- 
trade  ought  not  to  have  been  carried  on  by  any  subject  of  Spain,  it  has 
nevertheless  been  continued  in  full  vigor  up  to  the  year  1841,  notwith- 
standing the  incessant  remonstrances  of  the  British  Government,  which 
was  better  informed,  it  is  said,  from  month  to  month,  of  everything 
that  took  place^  in  the  island  than  the  captain- general  himself.  It  is 
alleged  that  the  British  ministry  and  abolition  societies,  finding  them- 
selves foiled  or  eluded  by  the  colonial  and  home  governments,  have 
therefore  resolved,  not  perhaps  without  secretly  congratulating  them- 
selves upon  the  obstinacy  of  Spain,  upon  accomplishing  their  object  in 
a  difi'erent  method,  by  the  total  and  immediate  ruin  of  the  island.  Their 
agents  are  said  to  be  now  there  in  great  numbers,  offering  independ- 
ence to  the  Creoles,  on  condition  that  they  will  unite  with  the  colored 
people  in  effecting  a  general  emancipation  of  the  slaves,  and  in  con- 
verting the  Government  into  a  black  military  Republic,  under  British 
protection.  The  British  abolitionists  reckon  on  the  naval  force  of  their 
Government,  stationed  at  Jamaica  and  elsewhere,  and  are  said  to  have 
offered  two  large  steam  ships-of-war,  and  to  have  proposed  to  the  Vene- 
zuelan general,  Merino,  who  resides  at  Kingston,  Jamaica,  to  take  the 
command  of  the  invading  army.  This  is  to  be  seconded,  as  is  suggested, 
by  an  insurrection  of  the  slaves  and  free  men  of  color,  supported  by  the 
white  Creoles. 

<'If  this  scheme  should  succeed,  the  influence  of  Britain  in  this  quar- 
ter, it  is  remarked,  will  be  unlimited.  With  600,000  blacks  in  Cuba 
and  800,000  in  her  West  India  Islands,  she  will,  it  is  said,  strike  a 
death-blow  at  the  existence  of  slavery  in  the  United  States.  Intrenched 
at  Havana  and  San  Antonio,  ports  as  impregnable  as  the  rock  of  Gib- 
raltar, she  will  be  able  to  close  the  two  entrances  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
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and  even  to  prevent  the  free  passage  of  the  commerce  of  the  United 
States  over  the  Bahama  Banks  and  through  the  Florida  Channel. 

^^The  local  authorities  are  believed  not  to  be  entirely  ignorant  of  the 
perils  which  environ  them,  but  are  regarded  as  so  torpid  aH  not  to  be 
competent  to  understand  the  extent  and  imminency  of  thdse  i)eril8,  nor 
the  policy  by  which  Great  Britain  is  guided. 

^'  The  wealthy  planters  are  described  as  equally  blind  to  the  great 
danger  in  which  they  stand  of  losing  their  property.  They  go  on,  it  is 
said,  as  usual,  baying  negroes,  clamoring  for  the  continuation  of  the 
trade,  and  denouncing  as  seditious  persons  and  friends  of  Great  Britain, 
the  few  who  resist  the  importation  of  slaves  and  encourage  the  immi- 
gration of  free  whites. 

'^  The  writer  points  to  the  census  of  the  population  of  the  island, 
taken  by  authority,  and  just  published,  of  which  he  incloses  a  copy ; 
and  from  the  proportion  between  the  different  colors  he  infers  the  prob- 
ability that  the  white  Creoles  will  be  able  to  preserve  their  rights  in  the 
future  Ethiopico-Ouban  Republic;  and  as  to  the  Spaniards,  hepresames 
they  will  leave  the  island  at  once.  The  writer  very  naturally  supposes 
that  the  United  States  must  feel  a  deep  solicitude  upon  a  subject  whi<^ 
so  nearly  concerns  their  own  interests  and  tranquillity.  He  seems  anx- 
ious that  public  opinion  in  this  country  should  be  formed  upon  it,  and 
properly  directed,  and  does  not  hesitate  to  express  the  opinion  that  the 
mass  of  the  white  population  in  Cuba,  in  easy  circumstances,  including 
the  Spaniards,  prefer,  and  will  always  prefer,  the  fldg  of  the  United 
States  to  that  of  England. 

''  In  thus  communicating  to  you  the  substance  of  the  statements  of 
this  writer,  you  will  distinctly  understand  that  your  Gk)vemment  neither 
adopts  nor  rejects  his  speculations.  It  is  with  his  statement  of  supposed 
facts  that  it  concerns  itself;  and  it  is  expected  that  you  will  examine 
and  report  upon  them  with  scrupulous  care,  and  with  as  much  prompt- 
ness as  strict  secrecy  and  discretion  will  permit ;  and  the  whole  of  the 
statements  is  now  imparted  to  you,  not  to  limit,  but  to  guide  and  direct 
the  inquiries  you  are  called  upon  to  make  in  so  delicate  a  matter.  It  is 
quite  obvious  that  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  England  to  employ  force 
in  Cuba,  for  any  purpose,  would  bring  on  a  war,  involving,  possibly,  all 
Europe,  as  well  as  the  United  Sta^tes ;  and  as  she  can  hardly  fail  to  see 
this,  and  probably  does  not  desire  it,  there  may  be  reason  to  doubt  the 
accuracy  of  the  information  we  have  received  to  the  extent  to  which 
it  proceeds.  But  many  causes  of  excitement  and  alarm  exist,  and  the 
great  magnitude  of  the  subject  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  to  disregard  no  intimations  of  such  intended  pro- 
ceedings which  bear  the  least  aspect  of  probability.  The  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment  has  long  been  in  possession  of  the  policy  and  wishes  of  this 
Government  in  regard  to  Cuba,  which  have  never  changed,  and  has 
repeatedly  been  told  thfit  the  United  States  never  would  permit  the 
occupation  of  that  island  by  British  agents  or  forces  upon  any  pretext 
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whatever ;  and  that  in  the  event  of  any  attempt  to  wrest  it  from  her, 
she  might  securely  rely  upon  the  whole  naval  and  military  resources  of 
this  country  to  aid  her  in  preserving  or  recovering  it. 

^^  A  copy  of  this  letter  will  be  immediately  transmitted  to  the  Ameri- 
can minister  at  Madrid,  that  he  may  make  such  use  of  the  information 
it  contains  as  circumstances  may  appear  to  require." 

Mr.  Webtfter,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Campbell,  Jan.  14, 1843;  M8S.  Inst.  Consuls; 
repablished  in  Br.  and  For.  State  Pap.  (1853-^54)  vol.  44,  p.  174. 

The  United  States  will  resist  at  every  hazard  an  attempt  of  any  for- 
eign power  to  wrest  Gaba  from  Spain.  ^^  And  you  are  authorized  to 
assure  the  Spanish  Oovernment  that  in  case  of  any  attempt,  from  what- 
ever quarter,  to  wrest  from  her  this  portion  of  her  territory,  she  may 
securely  depend  upon  the  military  and  n^val  resources  of  the  United 
States  to  aid  her  in  preserving  or  recovering  it." 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Vail,  July  15, 1840;  MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 

To  same  effect,  Mr.  Upshur,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Irving,  Oct.  10, 1843,  ibid, ;  Mr. 

Buchanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Saunders,  June  13, 1847,  ibid. ;  same  to  same, 

June  17, 1848,  ibid. 

The  United  States  will  not  tolerate  any  invasions  of  Cuba  by  citizens 
of  neutral  States. 

Mr.  Buchanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Saunders,  June  13, 1847;  MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 

For  reasons  why  the  annexation  of  Cuba  to  the  United  States  would  be  benefi- 
cial to  the  United  States,  Cuba,  and  Spain,  see  Mr.  Buchanan,  Sec.  of 
State,  to  Mr.  Saunders,  June  17,  1848;  MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 

^'As  to  the  purchase  of  Cuba  from  Spain,  we  do  not  desire  to  renew 
the  proposition  made  by  the  late  Administration  on  this  subject.  It  is 
understood  that  the  proposition  made  by  our  late  minister  at  Madrid, 
under  instructions  from  this  Department,  or  from  the  late  President  of 
the  United  States,  was  considered  by  the  Spanish  ministry  as  a  na- 
tional  indignity,  and  that  the  sentiment  of  the  ministry  was  responded 
to  by  the  Cortes.  After  all  that  has  occurred,  should  Spain  desire  to 
part  with  the  island,  the  proposition  for  its  cession  to  us  should  come 
from  her;  and  in  case  she  should  make  any,  you  will  content  yourself 
with  transmitting  the  same  to  your  Gk)vernment  for  consideration." 

Mr.  Clayton,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Barringer,  Aug.  2,  1849;  MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 

^^Mr.  Bives  writes  that  a  treaty  has  been  entered  into  between  France, 
"Spain,  and  Great  Britain  to  guarantee  Guba  to  Spain,  but  does  not  send 
it)  or  its  contents  or  date.  The  English  charg6  gives  us  notice  that 
England  has  ordered  her  vessels  to  protect  Guba  against  the  unlawful 
invasion  from  this  country,  but  says  he  knows  of  no  treaty.  Mr.  Bives 
has  been  written  to  for  further  information.  It  appears  to  me  that  snch 
a  step  on  the  part  of  Great  Britain  is  ill  advised ;  and  if  the  attempts 
upon  Guba  shall  bo  resumed  (which  I  trust  they  will  not  be)  any  at- 
tempt to  prevent  such  expeditious  by  British  cruisers  must  necessarily 
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involve  a  right  of  search  into  oar  whole  mercantile  marine  in  those  seas, 
to  ascertain  who  onght  to  be  arrested  and  who  ought  to  pass ;  and  this 
would  be  extremely  annoying,  and  well  calculated  to  disturb  the 
friendly  relations  now  existing  between  the  two  Gk)vernments.'' 

President  Fillmore  to  Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  Washington,  Cot.  3, 1851 ;  2 
Curtis'  Life  of  Webster,  p.  551. 

^'The  information  communicated  by  Mr.  Bives,  if  true,  may  become 
imi>ortant ;  but  we  must  wait  to  learn  its  particulars.  I  doubt  exceed- 
ingly whether  the  English  Government  would  do  so  rash  a  thing  as  to 
interfere  with  American  vessels  on  the  seas,  under  pretense  of  their  con- 
taining Cuban  invaders.  This  could  never  be  submitted  to.  I  do  not 
think  that  any  attempt  is  likely  to  be  made  at  present  by  these  lawless 
people,  as  I  do  not  see  where  they  can  now  raise  the  funds,  and,  there- 
fore, I  hope  we  may  have  no  more  trouble.  If  an  official  communica- 
tion be  made  to  us  of  such  a  treaty  as  Mr.  Bives  supposes  may  have 
been  entered  into  it  will  deserve  close  consideration.  We  must  look 
to  our  own  antecedents.  In  General  Jaekdon's  time  it  was  intimated 
to  Spain,  by  our  Government,  that  if  she  would  not  cede  Cuba  to  any 
European  power  we  would  assist  her  in  maintaining  possession  of  it. 
A  lively  fear  existed  at  that  time  that  England  had  designs  upon  the 
island.  The  same  intimation  was  given  to  Spain,  through  Mr.  Irving, 
when  I  was  formerly  in  the  Department  of  State.  Mr.  J.  Quincy  Adams 
often  said  that,  if  necessary,  we  ought  to  make  war  with  England 
sooner  than  to  acquiesce  in  her  acquisition  of  Cuba.  It  is  indeed  ob- 
vious enough  what  danger  there  would  be  to  us  if  a  great  naval  power 
were  to  possess  this  key  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  the  Caribbean  Sea. 
Before  receiving  your  Jetter  I  had  made  up  my  mind  that  if  this  matter 
of  the  treaty  between  England  and  France  should  be  announced  to  us, 
and  should  seem  to  require  immediate  attention,  I  would  hasten  to 
Washington." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  President  Fillmore,  Marshfield,  Oct.  4,  1851 ;  2 

Curtis^  Life  of  Webster,  551. 
For  an  account  of  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  intervention  to  the  West 

Indies  by  European  powers,  and  of  the  position  of  the  United  States,  see 

1  Phillimore  Int.  Law,  3ed.,  600. 
For  Mr.  Fillmore's  course  as  to  neutrality  in  respect  to  Cuba,  see  Doc.  No.  41, 

31st  Cong.,  2d  Sess. 
Reports  made  by  heads  of  Ifepartments  on  June  3  and  June  19,  1850,  on  revola- 

tionary  movements  in  Cuba,  will  be  found  in  Senate  £x.  Doc.  No.  57,  31A 

Cong.,' 1st  Sess. 

''  The  geographical  position  of  the  Island  of  Cuba,  in  the  Gulf  of  Mex- 
ico, lying  at  no  great  distance  from  the  mouth  of  the  river  Mississippi^ 
and  in  the  line  of  the  greatest  current  of  the  commerce  of  the  United 
States,  would  become,  in  the  hands  of  any  powerful  European  nation, 
an  object  of  just  jealousy  and  apprehension  to  the  people  of  this  coun- 
try.   A  due  regard  to  their  own  safety  and  interest  must  therefore 
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make  it  a  matter  of  importance  to  them  who  shall  possess  and  hold 
dominion  over  that  island.  The  Government  of  France  and  those  of 
other  European  nations  were  long  since  ofEioially  apiirised  by  this  Gov- 
ernment that  the  United  States  coold  not  see  without  concern  that 
island  transferred  by  Spain  to  any  other  Eoropean  State." 

Mr.  Crittenden,  Acting  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sartiges,  Oct.  22, 1851.  MSS.  Notes, 
France. 

Joint  directions  by  the  Governments  of  Franceand  of  England  to  their 
ships  of  war  to  aid  Spain  in  preventing  by  force  adventurers  of  any  na- 
tion Irom  landing  with  hostile  intent  on  the  Island  of  Guba  cannot  but 
be  regarded  by  the  United  States  with  grave  disapproval,  as  involving 
on  the  part  of  European  sovereigns  combined  action  of  protectorship 
over  American  waters . 

Mr.  Crittenden,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sartiges,  Oct.  ^,  1851.   MSS.  Notes, 
France.    See  Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sartiges,  Apr.  29,  1852,  ibid. 

Mr.  Webster,  in  his  letter  of  April  29, 1862,  to  Count  Sartiges,  took 
the  position  tljat  ^'  if  Spain  should  refrain  from  a  voluntary  cession  of 
the  island  (of  Cuba)  to  any  other  European  power  she  might  rely  on 
the  countenance  and  friendslup  of  the  United  States  to  assist  her  in  the 
defense  and  preservation  of  that  island."  This,  so  far  as  it  implied  a 
guarantee  against  insurrection  (in  which  sense  it  was  interpreted  by 
Count  Sartiges  in  his  letter  of  July  5,  1852,)  was  disclaimed  by  Mr.  Ev- 
erett, who  succeeded  Mr.  Webster  as  Secretary  after  the  lattei's  death. 

See  review  of  the  correspondence  by.  Mr.  Trescot»  Sonth.  Quar.  Rev.,  April. 
1854 ;  and  see,  also,  infraf  $  72. 

^*  The  colonies  of  Spain  are  near  to  our  own  shores.  Our  commerce 
with  them  is  large  and  important,  and  the  records  of  the  diplomatic 
intercourse  between  the  two  countries  will  manifest  to  Her  Catholic 
Majesty's  Government  how  sincerely  aud  how  steadily  the  United  States 
has  manifested  the  hope  that  no  political  changes  might  lead  to  a  trans- 
fer of  these  colonies  from  Her  Majesty's  Crown.  If  there  is  one  among 
the  existing  Governments  of  the  civilized  world  which  for  a  long  course 
of  years  has  diligently  sought  to  maintain  amicable  relations  with 
Spain  it  is  the  Government  of  the  United  States.  Not  only  does  the 
correspondence  between  the  two  Governments  show  this,  but  the  same 
truth  is  established  by  the  history  of  the  legislation  of  this  country  and 
the  general  course  of  the  executive  government.  In  this  recent  inva- 
sion, Lopez  and  his  fellow  subjects  in  the  United  States  succeeded  in 
*  deluding  a  few  hundred  men  by  a  long-continued  and  systematic 
misrepresentation  of  the  political  condition  of  the  island  and  of  the 
wishes  of  its  inhabitants.  And  it  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  reviewing 
unpleasant  recollections  that  Her  Majesty's  Government  is  reminded 
that  it  is  not  many  years  since  the  commerce  of  the  United  States 
suffered  severely  from  armed  boats  and  vessels  which  found  refuge 
and  shelter  in  the  ports  of  the  Spanish  islands.  These  violators  of 
the  law,  these  authors  of  gross  violence  towards  the  citizens  of  this 
Kcpublic,  were  finally  suppressed,  not  by  any  effort  of  the  Spanish  au- 
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tliorities^  bat  by  the  activity  and  vigilaoce  of  our  Navy.  This,  how- 
ever, was  not  accomplished  bat  by  the  efforts  of  several  years,  nor 
antil  many  valuable  lives,  as  well  as  a  vast  aoiount  of  property,  had 
been  lost.  Among  others,  Lieutenant  Allen,  a  very  valuable  and  dis- 
tinguished officer  in  the  naval  service  of  the  United  States,  was  killed 
in  an  action  with  these  banditti. 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,    to  Mr.  Barringer,  Nov.  26,  1851.    M8S.  Inst. 
Spain. 
'  To  the  same  effect  see  6  Webster's  Works,  573,  /.;  2  Curtis's  Life  of  Webster, 
557.    As  to  such  intercession,  see  Bupra^  $  52. 

^'  There  is  no  doubt  that  Lord  Malmesbury  has  justly  described  the 
coarse  of  policy  which  ha«  lufluenced  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  heretofore  in  regard  to  the  Island  of  Cuba.  It  has  been  stated 
and  often  repeated  to  the  Government  of  Spain  by  this  Government, 
under  various  Administrations,  not  only  that  the  United  States  have 
no  design  upon  Cuba  themselves,  but  that  if  Spain  should  refrain  fbom 
a  voluntary  cession  of  the  island  to  any  other  European  power  she 
might  rely  on  the  countenance  and  friendship  of  the  United  States  to 
assist  her  in  the  defense  and  preservation  of  that  island.  At  the  same 
time  it  has  always  been  declared  to  Spain  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  {States  could  not  be  expected  to  acquiesce  in  the  cession  of  Cuba 
to  $in  European  power.  The  undersigned  is  happy  in  being  able  to  say 
that  the  present  Executive  of  the  United  States  entirely  Bipproves  of 
this  past  policy  of  the  Government,  and  fully  concurs  in  the  general 
sentiments  expressed  by  Lord  Malmesbury,  and  understood  to  be  iden- 
tical with  those  entertained  by  the  Government  of  France.  The  Pres- 
ident will  tak^  Mr.  Orampton's  communication  into  consideration  and 
give  it  his  best  reflections.  But  the  undersigned  deems  it  his  duty  at 
the  same  time  to  remind  Mr.  Crampton,  and  through  him  his  Govern- 
ment, that  the  policy  of  that  of  the  United  States  has  uniformly  been 
to  avoid  as  far  as  possible  alliances  or  agreements  with  other  states, 
and  to  keep  itself  free  from  national  obliga>tions,  except  such  as  affect 
directly  the  interests  of  the  United  States  themselves.'' 

Mr.  Webdter,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  CramptoD,  Apr.  29,  1852.     MSS.  Notes,  6r. 

Brit.    See  Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  StatC;  to  Mr.  Sartiges,  Apr.  29,  1852.    MSS. 

Notes,  France. 
Mr.  Fillmore's  message  of  July  13, 1852,  ^nd  the  accompanying  docoments,  aie 

in  Hoose  Ex.  Doc.  No.  121,  31st  Cong.,  Ist  seas. 

^«  The  United  States,  on  the  other  hand,  would,  by  the  proposed  con- 
vention, disable  themselves  from  making  an  acquisition  which  might 
take  place  without  any  disturbance  of  existing  foreign  relations  and 
in  the  natural  order  of  things.  The  Island  of  Cuba  lies  at  our  doors. 
It  commands  the  approach  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  which  washes  the 
shores  of  five  of  oar  States.  It  bars  the  entrance  of  that  great  river 
which  drains  half  the  Xorth  American  continent,  and  with  its  tributa- 
ries forms  the  largest  system  of  internal  water  communication  in  the 
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world.  It  keeps  watch  at  the  doorway  of  our  intercourse  with  Califor- 
nia, by  the  Istbmus  route.  If  an  island  like  Cuba,  belonging  to  the 
Spanish  Crown,  guarded  the  entrance  of  the  Thames  and  the  Seine,  and 
the  United  States  should  propose  a  convention  like  this  to  France  and 
England,  those  powers  would  assuredly  feel  that  the  disability  assumed 
by  ourselves  was  far  less  serious  than  that  which  we  asked  them  to  as- 
sume. The  opinions  of  American  statesmen,  at  different  times  and 
under  varying  circumstances,  have  differed  as  to  the  desirableness  of 
the  acquisition  of  Cuba  by  the  United  States.  Territorially  and  com- 
mercially it  would  in  our  hands  be  an  extremely  valuable  possession. 
Under  certain  contingencies  it  might  be  almost  essential  to  our  safety. 
Still  for  domestic  reasons,  on  which  in  a  communication  of  this  kind 
it  might  not  be  proper  to  dwell,  the  President  thinks  that  the  incorpo- 
ration of  the  island  into  the  Union  at  the  present  time,  although  ef- 
fected with  the  consent  of  Spain,  would  be  a  hazardous  measure;  and 
he  would  consider  its  acquisition  by  force,  except  in  a  just  war  with 
Spain,  should  an  event  so  greatly  to  be  deprecated  take  place,  as  a  dis- 
grace to  the  civilization  of  the  age." 

Mr.  Everett,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Crampton,  Dec.  1,  1852.  MSS.  Notes  Or. 
Brit.  See  Mr.  Everett  and  the  Caban  Qaestion,  by  Mr.  Trescot,  9  South, 
Qnar.  Rev.,  new  series,  Apr.,  1854,  429.  For  Mr.  Everett's  views  in  fuU, 
see  infra  ^  J  72. 

To  enter  into  a  compact  with  European  powers  to  the  effect  that  the 
United  States,  as  well  as  the  other  contracting  powers,  would  disclaim 
all  intention,  now  or  hereafter,  to  obtain  possession  of  Cuba,  would  be 
inconsistent  with  the  principles,  the  policy,  and  the  traditions  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  Everett,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Crampton,  Dec.  3, 1852 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Gr.  Brit., 
infrOf  ^  72. 

^'The  affairs  of  Cuba  formed  a  prominent  topic  in  my  last  annual  mes- 
sage. They  remain  in  an  uneasy  condition,  and  a  feeling  of  alarm  and 
irritation  on  the  part  of  the  Cuban  authorities  appears  to  exist.  This 
feeling  has  interfered  with  the  regular  commercial  intercourse  between 
the  United  States  and  the  island,  and  led  to  some  acts  of  which  we 
have  a  right  to  complain.  But  the  captain-general  of  Cuba  is  clothed 
with  no  power  to  treat  with  foreign  Governments,  nor  is  he  in  any  degree 
under  the  control  of  the  Spanish  minister  at  Washington.  Any  com- 
munication which  he  may  hold  with  an  agent  of  a  foreign  power  is  in- 
formal and  a  matter  of  courtesy.  .  Anxious  to  put  an  end  to  the  existing 
inconveniences  (which  seemed  to  rest  on  a  misconception),  I  directed  the 
newly  appointed  minister  to  Mexico  to  visit  Havana,  on  his  way  to 
Vera  Cruz.  He  was  respe<;tfully  received  by  the  captain-general,  who 
conferred  with  him  freely  on  the  recent  occurrences,  but  no  permanent 
arrangement  was  effected.  In  the  mean  time  the  refusal  of  the  cap- 
tain-general to  allow  passengers  and  the  mail  to  be  landed  in  certaiu 
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cases,  for  a  i^asou  which  does  DOt  famish,  in  the  opiniou  of  this  Crov- 
ernment,  even  a  good  presumptive  ground  for  such  a  prohibitiou,  has 
been  made  the  subject  of  a  serious  remonstrance  at  Madrid ;  and  I  have 
no  reason  to  doubt  that  due  respect  will  be  paid  by  the  Government  of 
His  Catholic  Majesty  to  the  representations  which  our  minister  has  been 
instructed  to  make  on  the  subject. 

^^  It  is  but  justice  to  the  captain-general  to  add  that  his  conduct  to- 
ward the  steamers  employed  to  carry  the  mails  of  the  XJnited  States  to 
Havana  has,  with  the  exceptions  above  alluded  to,  been  marked  with 
kindness  and  liberality,  and  indicates  no  general  purpose  of  interfering 
with  the  commercial  correspondence  and  intercourse  between  the  island 
and  this  country. 

"  Early  in  the  present  year  official  notes  were  received  from  the  min- 
isters of  France  and  England  inviting  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  to  become  a  party  with  (rreat  Britain  and  France  to  a  tripartite 
convention,  in  virtue  of  which  the  three  powers  should  severally  and 
collectively  disclaim,  now  and  for  the  future,  all  intention  to  obtain  pos- 
session of  the  Island  of  Cuba,  and  should  bind  themselves  to  discoun- 
tenance all  attempts  to  that  effect  on  the  part  of  any  power  or  indi- 
vidual whatever.  This  invitation  has  been  respectfully  declined,  for 
reasons  which  would  occupy  too  much  space  in  this  communication  to 
state  in  detail,  but  which  led  me  to  think  that  the  proposed  measure 
would  be  of  doubtful  constitutionality,  impolitic,  and  unavailing.  I 
have,  however,  in  common  with  several  of  my  predecessors,  directed 
the  ministers  of  France  and  England  to  be  assured  that  the  tTnited 
States  entertain  no  designs  against  Cuba,  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  I 
should  regard  its  incorporation  into  the  Union  at  the  present  time  as 
fraught  with  serious  peril. 

"  Were  this  island  comparatively  destitute  of  inhabitants,  or  occupied 
by  a  kindred  race,  I  should  regard  it,  if  voluntarily  conceded  by  Spain, 
as  a  most  desirable  acquisition;  but  under  existing  circumstances  I 
should  look  upon  its  incorporation  into  our  Union  as  a  very  hazardous 
measure.  It  would  bring  into  the  confederacy  a  population  of  a  diiSer- 
ent  national  stock,  speaking  a  different  language,  and  not  likely  to  har- 
monize with  the  other  members.  It  would  probably  affect  in  a  prejudi- 
cial manner  the  industrial  interests  of  the  South ;  and  it  might  revive 
those  conflicts  of  opinion  which  lately  shook  the  Union  to  its  center, 
and  which  have  been  so  happily  compromised." 

President  Fillmore,  Third  Anunal  Message,  1852. 

"  I  transmit  you  a  document  printed  by  order  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives "  (not,  however,  referred  to  by  number)  '*  which  will  acquaint 
you  with  the  steps  taken  by  France,  England,  and  the  United  States 
to  preserve  the  tranquillity  and  integrity  of  the  eastern  portion  of  the 
island  of  San  Domingo.  The  policy  pursued  by  the  United  States  in 
this  respect  has  been  wholly  disinterested.    It  has  been,  no  doubt,  in 
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our  power  to  obtaia  a  permaDent  footlioM  in  Dominica ;  and  wo  have 
as  much  need  of  a  naval  station  at  Samana  as  any  European  power 
comd  possibly  have.  It  has,  however,  been  the  st.eady  rule  of  our  pol- 
icy to  avoid,  as  far  as  possible,  all  disturbance  of  the  existing  political 
relations  of  the  West  Indies.  We  have  felt  that  any  attempts  on  the 
part  of  any  one  of  the  great  maritime  powers  to  obtain  exclusive  ad- 
vantages in  any  of  the  islands  where  such  an  attempt  was  likely  to  be 
made,  would  be  apt  to  be  followed  by  others,  and  end  in  converting  the 
archipelago  into  a  great  theater  of  national  competition  for  exclusive 
advantages  and  territorial  acquisitions  which  might  become  fatal  to  the 
peace  of  the  world." 

Mr.  Everett,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Rives,  Dec.  17,  1852.    M8S.  Inst.,  France. 
President  Fillmore's  message  of  Jan.  4,  1853,  and  Mr.  Everett's  report  of  the 

same  day,  as  to  tripartite  convention,  is  in  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  13,  32d 

Cong.,  2d  sess. 

^'  I  ought  not  to  conclude  this  communication  without  indicating  the 
views  of  the  President  in  relation  to  the  intervention  of  Great  Britain, 
in  conjunction  with  France,  in  the  affiairs  of  Cuba.  These  powers  pro- 
posed to  this  Oovernment,  in  April,  1852,  to  enter  into  a  tripartite 
convention  for  guaranteeing  the  Spanish  dominion  over  Cuba.  The 
proposition  was  very  properly  declined  by  this  Government.    •     •     • 

<^  For  many  reasons  the  United  States  feel  deeply  interested  in  the 
destiny  of  Cuba.  They  will  never  consent  to  its  transfer  to  either  of 
the  intervening  nations,  or  to  any  other  foreign  state.  They  would 
regret  to  see  foreign  powers  interfere  to  sustain  Spanish  rule  in  tlie 
island  should  it  provoke  resistance  too  formidable  to  be  overcome  by 
Spain  herself." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bdchanan,  Jnly  2, 18&3.    MSS.  Inst.,  Gr.  Brit. 

^^  Nothing  will  be  done  on  our  part  to  disturb  its  (Cuba's)  present 
connection  with  Spain,  unless  the  character  of  that  connection  should 
be  so  changed  as  to  affect  our  present  or  prospective  security.  While  the 
United  States  would  resist  at  every  hazard  the  transference  of  Cuba 
to  any  European  nation,  they  would  exceedingly  regret  to  see  Spain 
resorting  to  any  power  for  assistance  to  uphold  her  rule  over  it.  Such 
a  dependence  on  foreign  aid  would  in  effect  •  invest  the  auxiliary  with 
the  character  of  a  protector,  and  give  it  a  pretext  to  interfere  in  our 
affairs,  and  also  generally  in  those  of  the  North  American  continent.'' 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Soul6,  July  23, 18S3.  MSS.  Inst. ,  Spain .  Seo  same 
to  same,  Apr.  3,  1854 ;  Hoy.  13, 1854,  ibid, ;  Mr.  Marcy  to  Mr.  Dodge,  May  1, 
1854,  i&td. 

^^  Should  the  rule  of  Spain  over  Cuba  be  so  severe  as  to  excite  revolu- 
tionary movements  in  that  island,  she  will  undoubtedly  find  volunteers 
in  the  ranks  of  the  Cubans  from  various  countries,  and,  owing  to  very  ob- 
vious causes,  more  from  the  United  States  probably  than  from  any  other; 
bat  it  would  be  uojust  to  impute  to  this  and  the  other  Governments  to 
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whicli  those  volunteers  formerly  belonged  an  unfriendly  disposition  to- 
wards her,  or  a  desire  to  aid  clandestinely  in  the  attempt  to  wrest  tiMit 
island  from  her.  There  is  reason  to  believe  that  Spain  herself,  as  well  as 
other  European  Governments,  suspects  that  the  people  of  the  United 
States  are  desirous  of  detaching  Cuba  from  its^  present  transatlantic  de- 
pendence, regardless  of  the  rights  of  Spain,  with  a  view  of  annexing  it  to 
this  Union  ^  and  that  our  Government  was  disposed  to  connive  &t  the 
participation  of  our  citizens  in  the  past  disturbances  in  that  island,  and 
would  again  do  so  on  the  recurrence  of  similar  events.  Our  defense 
against  such  an  unfounded  suspicion,  and  the  only  one  which  self-re- 
spect allows  us  to  make,  is  an  appeal  to  our  past  course.^ 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Soal^,  July  2.3,  1833.    MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 
As  to  seizure  of  Blaok  Warrior,  see  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  76,  86,  33d  Cong.,  Ist 
sess.,  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  93,  33d  Cong.,  2d  sess. ;  apd  see  infra,  $  189. 

'^Should  you  find  persons  of  position  or  influence  disposed  to  con- 
verse on  the  subject,  the  considerations  in  favor  of  a  cession  [of  Cuba] 
are  so  many  and  so  strong  that  those  who  can  be  brought  to  listen 
would  very  likely  become  converts  to  the  measure.  But  should  yoa 
have  reason  to  believe  that  the  men  in  power  are  averse  to  entertaining 
such  a  proposition, — that  the  ofifer  of  it  would  be  offensive  to  the  national 
pride  of  Spain,  and  that  it  would.flnd  no  favor  in  &ny  considerable  class 
of  the  people,  then  it  will  be  but  too  evident  that  the  time  for  opening 
or  attempting  to  open  such  negotiation  has  not  arrived.  It  appears  to 
the  President  that  nothing  could  be  gained  and  something  might  be 
lost  by  an  attempt  to  posh  on  a  negotiation  against  such  a  general  re- 
sistance. This  view  of  the  case  is  taken  on  the  supposition  that  yoa 
shall  become  convinced  tiiat  a  proposition  for  the  cession  of  Cuba  would 
certainly  be  rejected." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sonl^,  Nov.  13,  1854.   MSS.  Innt,  Spain. 
As  to  purchase  of  Cuba,  see  Mr.  Maroy,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bnobanan,  Jane 
27,  1854.    MSS.  Inst.,  Or.  Brit. 

'^  In  the  summer  of  1854  a  conference  was  held-by  the  ministers  of  the 
United  States  accredited  at  London,  Paris,  and  Madrid,  with  a  view  to 
consult  on  the  negotiations  which  it  might  be  advisable  to  carry  on 
simultaneously  at  these  several  courts,  for  the  satisfactory  adjustment 
with  Spain  of  the  affairs  connected  with  Cuba.  The  joint  dispatch  of 
Messrs.  Buchanan,  Mason,  and  Soul^  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  dated 
Aix-laChapelle,  October  18, 1854,  after  remarking  that  the  United  States 
had  never  acquired  a  foot  of  territory,  not  even  after  a  successful  war 
with  Mexico,  except  by  purchase  or  by  the  voluntary  ai)plication  of  the 
])eople,  as  in  the  case  of  Texas,  thus  proceeds:  'Our  past  history  for- 
bids that  we  should  acquire  the  Island  of  Cuba  without  the  consent  of 
Spain,  unless  justified  by  the  great  law  of  self-preservation.  We  must, 
in  any  event,  preserve  our  own  conscious  rectitude  aud  our  self-respect. 
Whilst  pursuing  this  course,  we  can  afford  to  disregard  the  censures  of 
the  world,  to  which  we  have  been  so  often  and  so  unjustly  exposed. 
After  we  shall  have  offered  Spain  a  price  for  Cuba  far  beyond  its  pres- 
ent value,  and  this  shall  have  been  refused,  it  will  then  be  time  to  con- 
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aider  the  question,  does  Cuba,  in  the  possession  of  Spain,  (nenously 
eiulanger  oar  internal  peace  and  tlie  existence  of  our  cherished  Union  f 
Should  this  question  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  then  by  every  law, 
human  and  divine,  we  shaU  be  justified  in  wresting  it  from  Spain,  it 
we  possess  .the  power;  and  this  upon  the  very  same  principle  that 
would  justify  an  individual  in  tearing  down  the  burning  house  of  his 
neighbor  if  there  were  no  other  means  of  preventing  the  flames  from 
destroying  his  own  home.  Under  such  circumstances,  we  ought  neither 
to  count  the  cost  nor  regard  the  odds  which  Spain  might  enlist  against 
us.  We  forbear  to  enter  into  the  question  whether  the  present  condi- 
tion of  the  island  would  justify  such  a  measure.  We  should,  however, 
be  recreant  to  our  duty,  be  unworthy  of  our  gallant  forefathers,  and 
commit  base  treason  against  our  posterity  should  we  permit  Cuba  to 
be  Africanized  and  become  a  second  St.  Domingo,  with  all  its  attend- 
ant horrors  to  the  white  race,  and  suffer  the  flames  to  extend  to  oar 
own  neighboring  shores,  seriously  to  endanger  or  actually  to  consume 
the  fair  fabric  of  our  Union,  and  lest  there  might  be  any  misappre- 
hension of  this  language  as  implying  the  alternative  of  cession  and 
seizure,  except  as  the  i^esult  of  absolute  necessity,  Mr.  Marcy,  Secretary 
of  State,  writes,  November  13, 1854,  to  Mr.  Soul6:  *  To  conclude  that,  on 
the  rejection  of  a  proposition  to  cede,  seizure  should  ensue,  would  be  to 
assume  that  self-preservation  necessitates  the  acquisition  of  Cuba  by  the 
United  States ;  that  Spain  has  refused,  and  will  persist  in  refusing,  our 
reclamations  for  injuries  and  wrongs  inflicted,  and  that  she  will  make 
no  arrangement  for  our  future  security  against  the  recurrence  of  similar 
injuries  and  wrongs.'  Gong.  Doc.,  33d  Gong.,  2d  sess.,  H.  B.  No.  93. 
See  for  the  documents  in  extenso^  the  last  edition  of  this  work,  App., 
p.  672,  and  Lawrence  on  Visitation  and  Search,  App.,  p.  205.'' 

Lawrence's  Wheaton  (ed.  1863),  149. 150. 

As  to  Ostend  Conferenoe,  see  Hoase  Ex.  Doc.  No.  93,  33d  Cong.,  2d  seas. ;  con- 
taining also  correspondence  as  to  spoliation  of  Black  Warrior  and  other 
spoliations. 

^^The  truth  is,  that  Guba,  in  its  existing  colonial  condition,  is  a  con- 
stant source  of  injury  and  annoyance  to  the  American  people.  It  is  the 
only  spot  in  the  civilized  world  where  the  African  slave  trade  is  tol- 
erated ;  and  we  are  bound  by  treaty  with  Great  Britain  to  maintain  a 
naval  force  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  at  much  expense  both  of  life  and 
treasure,  solely  for  the  purpose  of  arresting  slavers  bound  to  that  island. 
The  late  serious  difficulty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Brit- 
ain respecting  the  right  of  search,  now  so  happily  terminated,  could 
never  have  arisen  if  Guba  had  not  afforded  a  market  for  slaves.  As 
long  as  this  market  shall  remain  open  there  can  be  no  hope  for  the  civ- 
ilization of  benighted  Africa.  Whilst  the  demand  for  slaves  continues 
in  Guba,  wars  will  be  waged  among  the  petty  and  barbarous  chiefs  in 
Africa  for  the  purpose  of  seizing  subjects  to  supply  this  trade.  In  such 
a  condition  of  affairs  it  is  impossible  that  the  light  of  civilization  and 
religion  can  ever  penetrate  these  dark  abodes. 

^^It  has  been  made  known  to  the  world  by  my  predecessors  that  the 
United  States  have,  on  several  occasions,  endeavored  to  acquire  Guba 
from  Spain  by  honorable  negotiation.    If  this  were  accomplished,  the 
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last  relic  of  the  African  slave  trade  would  instantly  disappear.  Wo 
would  not,  if  we  could,  acquire  Cuba  in  any  other  manner.  This  is 
due  to  our  national  character.  All  the  territory  which  we  have  ac- 
quired since  the  origin  of  the  Government  has  been  b}'  fair  purchase 
from  France,  Spain,  and  Mexico,  or  by  the  free  and  voluntary  act  of  the 
independent  State  of  Texas  in  blending  her  destinies  with  our  own. 
This  course  we.  shall  ever  pursue,  unless  circumstances  should  occur 
which  we  do  not  now  anticipate,  rendering  a  departure  from  it  clearly 
justifiable  under  the  imperative  and  overruling  law  of  self-preservation. 

^^The  Island  of  Cuba,  from  its  geographical  position,  commands  the 
mouth  of  the  Mississippi  and  the  immense  and  annually  increasing  trade, 
foreign  and  coastwise,  from  the  valley  of  that  noble  river,  now  embrac- 
ing half  the  sovereign  States  of  the  Union.  With  that  island  under 
the  dominion  of  a  distant  foreign  power,  this  trade,  of  vital  importance 
to  these  States,  is  exposed  to  the  danger  of  being  destroyed  in  time  of 
war,  and  it  has  hitherto  been  subjected  to  perpetual  injury  and  annoy- 
ance in  time  of  peace.  Our  relations  with  Spain,  which  ought  to  be  of 
the  most  friendly  character,  must  always  be  placed  in  jeopardy,  wliilst 
the  existing  colonial  government  over  the  island  shall  remain  in  its  pres- 
ent condition. 

*'  Whilst  the  possession  of  the  island  would  be  of  vast  importance  to 
the  United  States,  its  value  to  Spain  is,  comparatively,  unimportant. 
Such  was  the  relative  situation  of  the  parties  when  the  great  Napoleon 
transferred  Louisiana  to  the  United  States.  Jealous  as  he  ever  was  of 
the  national  honor  and  interests  of  France,  no  person  throughout  the 
world  has  imputed  blame  to  him  for  accepting  a  pecuniary  equivalent 
for  this  cession." 

President  Bachaoan,  Second  Annual  Message,  1858. 

Mr.  Slldell's  report  on  acquisition  of  Cuba,  Jan.  24,  1859,  is  in  Senate  Rep.  Com. 

No.  351,  SJith  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
For  minority  report,  of  Jan.  24,  1859,  of  committee  in  the  House  of  Represent* 

atives,  objecting  to  the  bill  appropriating  $30,000,000  for  the  purchase  of 

Cuba,  see  House  Rep.  No.  134,  35tb  Cong.,  2d  sess. 

^^I  need  not  repeat  the  arguments  which  I  urged  in  my  last  annual 
message,  in  favor  of  the  acquisition  of  Cuba  by  fair  purchase.  My  opin- 
ions on  that  measure  remain  unchanged.  I,  therefore,  again  invite  the 
serious  attention  of  Congress  to  this  important  subject.  Without  a  rec- 
oguitiou  of  this  policy  on  their  part,  it  will  be  almost  impossible  to  in- 
stitute negotiations  with  any  reasonable  prospect  of  success." 

President  Buchanan,  Third  Annual  Message,  1859 

<^  I  reiterate  the  recommendation  contained  in  my  annual  message  of 
December,  1858,  and  repeated  in  that  of  December,  1859,  in  favor  of 
the  acquisition  of  Cuba  from  Spain  by  fair  purchase.  I  firmly  believe 
that  such  an  acquisition  would  contribute  essentially  to  the  well-being 
and  prosperity  of  both  countries  in  all  future  time,  as  well  as  prove  the 
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cortnin  means  of  immediately  abolisbiDg  the  African  slave  trade  through - 
.  out  the  world.  I  would  not  repeat  this  recommendation  upon  the  pres- 
ent occasion  if  I  believed  that  the  transfer  of  Cuba  to  the  United  States, 
upon  conditions  highly  favorable  to  Spain,  could  justly  tarnish  the  na- 
tional honor  of  the  proud  and  ancient  Spanish  monarchy.  Surely  no 
person  ever  attributed  to  the  First  Napoleon  a  disregard  of  the  national 
honor  of  France  for  txansferring  Louisiana  to  the  United  States  for  a 
fair  equivalent,  both  in  money  and  commercial  advantages." 

President  Buchanan,  Fonrth  Annaal  Message,  1860. 

<^  As  the  United  States  is  the  freest  of  all  nations,  so,  too,  its  people 
sympathize  with  all  peoples  struggling  for  liberty  and  self-government. 
But  while  so  sympathizing,  it  is  due  to  our  honor  that  we  should  abstain 
from  enforcing  our  views  upon  unwilling  nations,  and  from  taking  an 
interested  paxt,  without  invitation,  in  the  quarrels  between  different  na- 
tions or  between  Governments  and  their  subjects.  Our  course  should 
always  be  in  conformity  with  strict  justice  and  law,  international  and 
local.  Such  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Administration  in  dealing  with 
these  questions.  For  more  than  a  year  a  valuable  province  of  Spain, 
and  a  near  neighbor  of  ours,  in  whom  all  our  people  cannot  but  feel  i\> 
deep  interest,  has  been  struggling  for  independence  and  freedom.  The 
people  and  Government  of  the  United  States  entertain  the  same  warm 
feelings  and  sympathies  for  the  people  of  Cuba,  in  their  pending  strug- 
gle, that  they  manifested  throughout  the  previous  struggles  between 
Spain  and  her  former  colonies  in  behalf  of  the  latter.  But  the  contest 
has  at  no  time  assumed  the  conditions  which  amount  to  a  war  in  the 
sense  of  international  law,  or  which  would  show  the  existence  of  a  de 
facto  political  organization  of  the  insurgents  sufficient  to  justify  a  rec- 
ognition of  belligerency. 

^<  The  principle  is  maintained,  however,  that  this  nation  is  its  own 
Judge  when  to  accord  the  rights  ofbelligereucy,  either  to  a  i)eople  strug- 
gling to  free  themselves  from  a  Government  they  believe  to  be  oppress- 
ive, or  to  independent  nations  at  war  with  each  other. 

"The  United  States  have  no  disposition  to  interfere  with  the  existing 
relations  of  Spain  to  her  colonial  possessions  on  this  continent.  They 
believe  that  in  due  time  Spain  and  other  European  powers  will  find 
their  interest  in  terminating  those  relations,  and  establishing  their  pres* 
ent  dependencies  as  independent  powers — members  of  the  family  of  na- 
tions. These  dependencies  are  no  longer  regarded  as  subject  to  trans- 
fer from  one  European  power  to  another.  When  the  present  relation 
of  colonies  ceases  they  are  to  become  independent  powers,  exercisini^ 
the  right  of  choice  and  of  jselfcontrol  in  the  determination  of  their  futnrt 
condition  and  relations  with  other  powers. 

"  The  United  States,  in  order  to  put  a  stop  to  bloodshed  in  Cuba, 
and  in  the  interest  of  ti  neighboring  people,  proposed  their  good  offices 
to  bring  the  existing  contest  to  a  termination.    The  offer,  not  being 
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accepted  hy  Spain  on  a  basis  which  we  believed  could  be  received  by 
Cuba,  was  withdrawn*  It  is  hoped  that  the  good  offices  of  the  United 
States  may  yet  prove  advantageous  for  the  settlement  of  this  unhappy 

strife.'^ 

President  Graut,  FlrMt  Annual  Message,  1869. 

As  to  Cubjin  insurrection,  1869,  see  Sen.  Ex.  Doc.  No.  7,4l8t  Cong.,  Sdsess.; 
House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  140,  No.  160. 

'<  In  my  annual  message  to  Congress,  at  the  beginning  of  its  present 
session,  I  referred  to  the  contest  which  had  then  for  more  than  a  year 
existed  in  the  Island  of  Cuba  between  a  portion  of  its  inhabitants  and 
the  Government  of  Spain,  and  the  feelings  and  sympathies  of  the  people 
and  Government  of  the  United  States  for  the  people  of  Cuba,  as  for  all 
peoples  struggling  for  liberty  and  self-government,  and  said  that  *•  the 
contest  has  at  no  time  assumed  the  conditions  which  amount  to  war,  in 
the  sense  of  international  law,  or  which  would  show  the  existence  of  a 
de  fcLcto  political  organization  of  the  insurgents  sufficient  to  justify  a 
recognition  of  belligerency.' 

^'  During  the  six  months  which  have  passed  since  the  date  of  that  mes- 
sage, the  condition  of  the  insurgents  has  not  improved;  and  the  insur- 
rection itself,  although  not  subdued,  exhibits  no  signs  of  advance,  but 
seems  to  be  confined  to  an  irregular  system  of  hostilities,  carried  on  by 
small  and  illy-armed  bands  of  men,  roaming,  without  concentration, 
through  the  woods  and  the  sparsely  populated  regions  of  the  island, 
attacking  from  ambush  convoys  and  small  bands  of  troops,  burning 
plantations  and  the  estates  of  those  not  sympathizing  with  their  cause. 

^^  But  if  the  insurrection  has  not  gained  ground,  it  is  equally  true  that 
Spain  has  not  suppressed  it.  Climate,  disease,  and  the  occasional  bul- 
let have  worked  destruction  among  the  soldiers  of  Spain ;  and  although 
the  Spanish  authorities  have  possession  of  every  seaport  and  every 
town  on  the  island,  they  have  not  been  able  to  subdue  the  hostile,  feel- 
ing which  has  driven  a  considerable  number  of  the  native  inhabitants 
of  the  island  to  armed  resistance  against  Spain,  and  still  leads  them  to 
endure  the  dangers  and  the  privations  of  a  roaming  life  of  guerrilla 
warfare. 

*'  On  either  side  the  contest  has  been  conducted,  and  is  still  carried 
on,  with  a  lamentable  disregard  of  human  life,  and  of  the  rules  and  prac- 
tices which  modern  civilization  has  prescribed  in  mitigation  of  the  neces- 
sary horrors  of  war.  The  torch  of  Spaniard  and  of  Cuban  is  alike  busy 
in  carrying  devastation  over  fertile  regions;  murderous  and  revengeful 
decrees  are  issued  and  executed  by  both  parties.  Count  Yalmaseda 
and  Colonel  Boet,  on  the  part  of  Spain,  have  each  startled  humanity 
and  aroused  the  indignation  of  the  civilized  ^vorld  by  the  execution, 
each,  of  a  score  of  prisoners  at  a  time,  while  General  Quesada,  the  Cuban 
chief,  coolly,  and  with  apparent  unconsciousness  of  aught  else  than  a 
proper  act,  has  admitted  the  slaughter,  by  his  own  deliberate  ortler,  in 
one  day,  of  upward  of  six  hundred  and  fifty  prisoners  of  war. 
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'^A  sammary  trial,  with  few,  if  any,  escapes  from  conviction,  followed 
by  immediate  execution,  is  the  fate  of  those  arrested  on  either  side  on 
suspicion  of  infidelity  to  the  cause  of  the  party  making  the  arrest. 

"  Whatever  may  be  the  sympathies  of  the  people  or  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  for  the  cause  or  objects  for  which  a  part  of  the 
I)eople  of  Cuba  are  understood  to  have  pat  themselves  in  armed  resist- 
ance to  the  Government  of  Spain,  there  can  be  no  just  sympathy  in  a 
conflict  carried  on  by  both  parties  alike  in  such  barbarous  violation  of 
the  rules  of  civilized  nations,  and  with  such  continued  outrage  upon  the 
plainest  principles  of  humanity. 

"  We  cannot  discriminate  in  our  censure  of  their  mode  of  conducting 
their  contest  between  the  Spaniards  and  the  Cubans ;  each  commit  the 
same  atrocities  and  outrage  alike  the  established  rules  of  war. 

"  The  properties  of  many  of  our  citizens  have  been  destroyed  or  em- 
bargoed, the  lives  of  several  have  been  sacrificed,  and  the  liberty  of 
others  has  been  restrained.  In  every  case  that  has  come  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  Government,  an  early  and  earnest  demand  for  reparation 
and  indemnity  has  been  made,  and  most  emphatic  remonstrance  has 
been  presented  against  the  manner  in  which  the  strife  is  conducted,  and 
against  the  reckless  disregard  of  human  life,  the  wanton  destruction  of 
material  wealth,  and  the  cruel  disregard  of  the  established  rules  of  civil- 
ized warfare. 

'^Ihave,  since  the  beginning  of  the  present  session  of  Congress, 
communicated  to  the  House  of  Representatives,  upon  their  request,  an 
account  of  the  steps  which  1  had  taken,  in  the  hope  of  bringing  this  sad 
conflict  to  an  end,  and  of  securing  to  the  people  of  Cuba  the  blessings 
and  the  right  of  independent  self-government.  The  efforts  thus  made 
failed,  but  not  without  an  assurance  from  Spain  that  the  good  ofQces  of 
this  Government  might  still  avail  for  the  objects  to  which  they  had 
been  addressed. 

^<  During  the  whole  contest  the  remarkable  exhibition  has  been  made 
of  large  numbers  of  Cubans  escaping  from  the  island  and  avoiding  the 
risks  of  war }  congregating  in  this  country  at  a  safe  distance  from  the 
scene  of  danger,  and  endeavoring  to  make  war  from  our  shores,  to  urge 
our  people  into  the  fight  which  they  avoid,  and  to  embroil  this  Govern- 
ment in  complications  and  possible  hostilities  with  Spain.  It  can  scarce 
be  doubted  that  this  last  result  is  the  real  object  of  these  parties,  al- 
though carefully  covered  under  the  deceptive  and  apparently  plausible 
demand  for  a  mere  recognition  of  belligerency. 

*'Itis  stated,  on  what  I  have  reason  to  regard  as  good  authority, 
that  Cuban  bonds  have  been  prepared  to  a  large  amount,  whose  pay- 
ment is  made  dependent  upon  the  recognition  by  the  United  States  of 
either  Cuban  belligerency  or  independence.  The  object  of  making  their 
value  thus  contingent  upon  the  action  of  this  Government  is  a  subject 
fpr  serious  reflection. 
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^^  In  determining  the  course  to  be  adopted  on  the  demand  thus  made 
for  a  recognition  of  belligerency,  the  liberal  and  peacefal  principles 
adopted  by  the  ^^  Father  of  his  Goantry  "  and  the  eminent  statesmen  of 
his  day,  and  followed  by  succeeding  Chief  Magistrates  and  the  men  of 
their  day,  may  furnish  a  safe  guide  to  those  of  us  now  charged  with  the 
direction  and  control  of  the  public  safety. 

''  From  1789  to  1815  the  dominant  thought  of  our  statesmen  was  to 
keep  the  United  States  out  of  the  wars  which  were  devastating  Europe. 
The  discussion  of  measures  of  neutrality  begins  with  the  state  papers 
of  Mr.  Jefferson  when  Secretary  of  State.  He  shows  that  they  are 
measures  of  national  right  as  well  as  of  national  duty }  that  misguided 
individual  citizens  cannot  be  tolerated  in  making  war  according  to  their 
own  caprice,  passions,  interests,  or  foreign  sympathies;  that  the  agents 
of  foreign  Governments,  recognized  or  unrecognized,  cannot  be  permit- 
ted to  abuse  our  hospitality  by  usurping  the  functions  of  enlisting  or 
equipping  military  or  naval  forces  within  our  territory.  Washington 
inaugurated  the  policy  of  neutrality  and  of  absolute  abstinence  from  all 
foreign  entangling  alliances,  which  resulted,  in  1794,  in  the  first  munic- 
ipal enactment  for  the  observance  of  neutrality. 

"  The  duty  of  opposition  to  filibustering  has  been  admitted  by  every 
President.  Washington  encountered  the  efforts  of  Genet  and  the  French 
revolutionists^  John  Adams,  the  projects  of  Miranda;  Jefferson,  the 
schemes  of  Aaron  Burr.  Madison  and  subsequent  Presidents  had  to 
deal  with  the  question  of  foreign  enlistment  or  equipment  in  the  United 
States,  and  since  the  days  of  John  Quincy  Adams  it  has  been  one  of  the 
constant  cares  of  Government  in  the  United  States  to  prevent  piratical 
expeditions  against  the  feeble  Spanish- American  Eepublicsfrom  leaving 
our  shores.  In  no  country  are  men  wanting  for  any  enterprise  that 
holds  out  promise  of  adventure  or  of  gain. 

'^  In  the  early  days  of  our  national  existence  the  whole  continent  of 
America  (outside  of  the  limits  of  the  United  States),  and  all  its  islands, 
were  in  colonial  dependence  upon  European  powers. 

'^The  revolutions  which,  from  1810,  spread  almost  simultaueoosly 
through  the  Spanish- American  continental  colonies,  resulted  in  the 
establishment  of  new  states,  like  ourselves,  of  European  origin,  and 
interested  in  excluding  Earopean  politics  and  the  questions  of  dynasty 
and  of  balances  of  power  from  further  influence  in  the  New  World. 

"  The  American  policy  of  neutrality,  important  before,  became  doubly 
so,  from  the  fact  that  it  became  applicable  to  the  new  Bepublics  as  well 
as  to  the  mother  country. 

''  It  then  devolved  upon  us  to  determine  the  great  international  ques- 
tion, at  what  time  and  under  what  circumstances  to  recognize  a  new 
]K)wer  as  entitled  to  a  place  among  the  family  of  nations,  as  well  as  the 
preliminary  question  of  the  attitude  to  be  observed  by  this  Gk>vemmeQt 
toward  the  insurrectionary  party,  pending  the  contest 
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'^Mr.  Monroe  concisely  expressed  the  rule  which  has  controlled  the 
action  of  this  Government  with  reference  to  revolting  colonies  pending 
their  struggle,  by  saying,  'As  soon  as  the  movement  assumed  such  a 
steady  and  consistent  form  as  to  make  the  success  of  the  provinces  prob- 
able, the  rights  to  which  they  were  entitled,  by  the  laws  of  nations  as 
iequal  parties  to  a  civil  war,  were  extended  to  them.' 

*«  The  strict  adherence  to  this  rule  of  public  policy  has  been  one  of  the 
highest  honors  of  American  statesmanship,  and  has  secured  to  this  Gov- 
ernment the  confidence  of  the  feeble  powers  on  this  continent,  which 
inducers  them  to  rely  upon  its  friendship  and  absence  of  designs  of  con- 
quest, and  to  look  to  the  United  States  for  example  and  moral  protec- 
tion. It  has  given  this  Government  a  position  of  prominence  and  of 
influence  which  it  should  not  abdicate,  but  which  imposes  upon  it  the 
most  delicate  duties  of  right  and  of  honor  regarding  American  ques- 
tions, whether  those  questions  affect  emancipated  colonies  or  colonies 
still  subject  to  European  dominions. 

"  The  question  of  belligerency  is  one  of  fact  not  to  be  decided  by 
sympathies  for  or  prejudices  against  either  party.  The  relations  be- 
tween the  parent  state  and  the  insurgents  must  amount,  in  fact,  to 
war  in  the  sense  of  international  law.  Fighting,  though  fierce  and  pro- 
tracted, does  not  aloue  constitute  war ;  there  must  be  military  forces 
acting  in  accordance  with  the  rules  and  customs  of  war — flags  of  truce, 
cartels,  exchange  of  prisoners,  &c. — and  to  justify  a  recognition  of  bel- 
ligerency there  must  be,  above  all,  o^de  facto  political  organization  of  the 
insurgents  sufficient  in  charact/Cr  and  resources  to  constitute  it,  if  left 
to  itself,  a  state  among  nations  capable  of  discharging  the  duties  of  a 
state,  and  of  meeting  the  just  responsibilities  it  may  incur  as  such 
toward  other  powers  in  the  discharge  of  its  national  duties. 

"Applying  the  best  information  which  I  have  been  enabled  to  gather, 
whether  from  official  or  unofficial  sources,  including  the  very  exagger- 
ated statements  which  each  party  gives  to  all  tbat  may  prejudice  the 
opposite  or  give  credit  to  its  own  side  of  the  question,  1  am  unable  to 
see,  in  the  present  condition  of  the  contest  in  Cuba,  those  elements 
which  are  requisite  to  constitute  war  in  the  sense  of  international  law. 

"  Tlie  insurgents  hold  no  town  or  city ;  have  no  established  seat  of 
Government ;  they  have  no  prize  courts ;  no  organization  for  the  receiv- 
ing and  collecting  of  revenue;  no  sea  port  to  which  a  prize  may  be  car- 
ried or  through  which  access  can  be  had  by  a  foreign  power  to  the  lim- 
ited interior  territory  and  mountain  fastnesses  which  they  occupy. 
The  existence  of  a  legislature  representing  any  popular  constituency  is 
more  than  doubtful. 

.  "In  the  uncertainty  that  hangs  around  the  entire  insurrection  there 
is  no  palpable  evidence  of  an  election,  of  any  delegated  authority,  or  of 
any  Government  outside  the  limits  of  the  camps  occupied  from  day  to 
day  by  the  roving  companies  of  insurgent  troops.  There  is  no  com- 
inerce ;  no  trade,  either  internal  or  foreign ;  no  mapufactures. 
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''The  late  commander-in-chief  of  the  insurgents,  having  recently 
come  to  the  United  States,  publicly  declared  that '  all  commercial  in- 
tercourse or  trade  with  the  exterior  world  haa  been  utterly  cut  off,'  and 
he  further  added,  '  To-day  we  have  not  ten  thousand  arms  in  Cuba.' 

''  It  is  a  well-established  principle  of  public  law  that  a  recognition  by 
a  foreign  state  of  belligerent  rights  to  insurgents  under  circumstances 
such  as  now  exist  in  Cuba,  if  not  justified  by  necessity,  is  a  gratuitous 
demonstration  of  moral  support  to  the  rebellion.  Such  necessity  may 
yet  hereafter  arrive,  but  it  has  not  yet  arrived,  nor  is  its  probability 
clearly  to  be  seen. 

''  If  it  be  war  between  Spain  and  Cuba,  and  be  so  recognized,  it  is  our 
duty  to  provide  for  the  consequences  which  may  ensue  in  the  embar- 
rassment to  our  commerce  and  the  interference  with  our  revenue. 

"  If  belligerency  be  recognized,  the  commercial  marine  of  the  United 
States  becomes  liable  to  search  and  to  seizure  by  the  commissioned 
cruisers  of  both  parties — they  become  subject  to  the  adjudication  of 
prize  courts. 

''  Our  large  coastwise  trade  between  the  Atlantic  and  the  Gulf  States, 
and  between  both  and  the  Isthmus  of  Panama  and  the  states  of  South 
America  (engaging  the  larger  part  of  our  commercial  marine)  passea, 
of  necessity,  almost  in  sight  of  the  Island  of  Cuba.  Under  the  treaty 
with  Spain  of  1795,  as  well  as  by  the  law  of  nations,  our  vessels  will  be 
liable  to  visit  on  the  high  seas.  In  case  of  belligerency,  the  carrying  of 
contraband,  which  now  is  lawful,  becomes  liable  to  the  risks  of  seizure 
and  condemnation.  The  parent  Gfovemment  becomes  relieved  from 
responsibility  for  acts  done  in  the  insurgent  territory,  and  acquires  the 
right  to  exercise  against  neutral  commerce  all  the  powers  of  a  party  to 
a  maritime  war.  To  what  consequences  the  exercise  of  those  powers 
may  lead,  is  a  question  which  I  desire  to  commend  to  the  serious  con- 
sideration of  Congress. 

"  In  view  of  the  gravity  of  this  question,  I  have  deemed  it  my  duty  to 
invite  the  attention  of  the  war-making  power  of  the  country  to  all  the 
relations  and  bearings  of  the  question  in  connection  with  the  declara- 
tion of  neutrality  and  granting  of  belligerent  rights. 

'^  There  is  not  a  de  facto  government  in  the  Island  of  Cuba  sufficient 
to  execute  law  and  maintain  just  relations  with  other  nations.  Spain 
has  not  been  able  to  suppress  the  opposition  to  Spanish  rule  on  the 
island,  nor  to  award  speedy  justice  to  other  nations,  or  citizens  of  other 
nations,  when  their  rights  have  been  invaded. 

''  There  are  serious  complications  growing  out  of  the  seizure  of  Ameri- 
can vessels  upon  the  high  seas,  executing  American  citizens  without 
proper  trial,  and  confiscating  or  embargoing  the  property  of  America^ 
citizens.  Solemn  protests  have  been  made  against  every  infraction  of 
the  rights  either  of  individual  citizens  of  the  United  States  or  the  rights 
of  our  flag  upon  the  high  seas,  and  all  proper  steps  h^^ve  b^en  t^kea 
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uDd  are  being  pressed  for  the  proper  reparation  of  everj'  indignity  com- 
plained of.  '  . 

*'  The  question  of  belligerency,  however,  which  is  to  be  decided  upon 
definite  principles  and  according  to  ascertained  facts,  is  entirely  differ- 
ent from  and  unconnected  with  the  other  questions  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  strife  is  carried  on  on  both  ^ides,  and  the  treatment  of  our 
citizens  entitled  to  our  protection.    . 

**  These  questions  concern  our  own  dignity  and  responsibility,  and  they 
have  been  made,  as  I  have  said,  the  subjects  of  repeated  communica- 
tions with  Spain,  and  of  protests  and  demands  for  redress  on  our  part. 
It  is  hoped  that  these  will  not  be  disregarded ;  but  should  they  be, 
these  questions  will  be  made  the  subject  of  further  communication  to 
Congress.'^ 

President  Grant,  Special  Message  of  June  13,  1870. 

''  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  disturbed  condition  of  the  Island  of 
Cuba  continues  to  be  a  source  of  annoyance  and  of  anxiety.  The  exist- 
ence of  a  protracted  struggle  in  such  close  x^roximity  to  our  own  terri- 
tory, without  apparent  prospect  of  an  early  termination,  cannot  be  other 
than  an  object  of  concern  to  a  people  who,  while  abstaining  from  inter- 
ference in  the  affairs  of  other  powers,  naturally  desire  to  see  every 
country  in  the  undisturbed  enjoyment  of  peace,  liberty,  and  the  bless- 
ings of  free  institutions. 

"  Our  naval  commanders  in  Cuban  waters  have  been  instructed,  in 
case  it  should  become  necessary,  to  spare  no  effort  to  protect  the  lives 
and  property  of  bona-fide  American  citizens,  and  to  maintain  the  dig- 
nity of  the  flag. 

<<  It  is  hoped  that  all  i)ending  questions  with  Spain  growing  out  of 
the  affairs  in  Ouba  may  be  adjusted  in  the  spirit  of  peace  and  concilia- 
tion which  has  hitherto  guided  the  two  i>owers  in  their  treatment  of 
such  questions.'^ 

President  Grant,  Third  Annual  Message,  1871. 

Senate  Ex.  Doo.  No.  32,  42d  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  gives  Mr.  Fish's  report  of  Feb.  9, 

1872,  with  aooompanying  papers.     See  »upra,  $  57,  for  Mr.  Fish's  report  of 

Jnly  14,  1870. 

<^  The  present  ministry  in  Spain  has  given  assurance  to  the  public, 
through  their  organs  of  the  press,  and  have  confirmed  the  assurance  to 
you  personally  (as  you  have  reported  in  recent  dispatches),  of  their  in- 
tention to  put  in  operation  a  series  of  extensive  reforms,  embracing 
among  them  some  of  those  which  this  Government  has  been  earnest  in 
urging  ui>on  their  consideration  in  relation  to  the  colonies  which  are 
our  near  neighbors. 

"  Sustained,  as  is  the  present  ministry,  by  the  large  popular  vote 
which  has  recently  returned  to  the  Cortes  an  overwhelming  majority  iu 
its  supi>ort,  there  can  be  no  more  room  to  doubt  their  ability  to  carry 
into  operation  the  reforms  of  which  they  have  given  promise,  than  there 
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• 

can  be  jnstiflcation  to  question  the  sincerity  with  which  the  assurance 
was  ^ven.  It  seems,  therefore,  to  be  a  fitting  occasion  to  look  back 
upon  the  relations  between  the  United  States  and  Spain,  and  to  mark 
the  progress  which  may  have  been  made  in  accomplishing  those  ob- 
jects in  which  we  have  been  promised  her  co-operation.  It  most  be 
acknowledged  with  regret  that  little  or  no  advance  has  been  made. 
The  tardiness  in  this  respect,  however,  cannot  be  said  to  be  in  any  way 
imputable  to  a  want  of  diligence,  zeal,  or  ability  in  the  legation  of  the 
United  States  at  Madrid.  The  Department  is  persaaded  that  no  per- 
sons, however  gifted  with  those  qualities  and  faculties,  could  have  bet- 
ter succeeded  against  the  apparent  apathy  or  indifference  of  the  Span- 
ish aathorities,  if,  indeed,  their  past  omission  to  do  what  we  have  ex- 
pected should  not  be  ascribable  to  other  causes. 

^^  The  Spanish  Government,  partly  at  our  instance,  passed  a  law  pro- 
viding for  the  gradual  emancipation  of  slaves  in  the  West  India  colo- 
nies. This  law,  so  far  as  this  Department  is  aware,  remains  unexecuted, 
and  it  is  feared  that  the  recently  issued  regulations,  professedly  for  its 
execution,  are  wholly  inadequate  to  any  practical  result  in  favor  of 
emancipation,  if  they  be  not  really  in  the  interest  of  the  slaveholder 
and  of  the  continuance  of  the  institution  of  slavery.  While  we  fully 
acknowledge  our  obligation  to  the  general  rule  which  requires  a  iiation 
to  abstain  from  interference  in  the  domestic  concerns  of  others,  circum- 
stances warrant  partial  exceptions  to  this  rule.  The  United  States 
have  emancipated  all  the  slaves  in  their  own  territory,  as  the  result  of 
a  civil  war  of  four  years,  attended  by  a  vast  effusion  of  blood  and  ex- 
penditure of  treasure.  The  slaves  in  the  Spanish  possessions  near  ns 
are  of  the  same  race  as  those  who  were  bondsmen  here.  It  is  natural 
and  inevitable  for  the  latter  to  sympathize  in  the  oppression  of  their 
brethren,  and  especially  in  the  waste  of  life,  occasioned  by  inhuman 
punishments  and  excessive  toil.  N*or  is  this  sympathy  confined  to 
those  who  were  recently  in  bondage  among  us.  It  is  universal,  as  it 
is  natural  and  just.  It  rests  upon  the  instincts  of  humanity,  and 
is  the  recognition  of  those  rights  of  man  which  are  now  universally 
admitted.  Governments  cannot  resist  a  conviction  so  general  and  so 
righteous  as  that  which  condemns  as  a  crime  the  tolerance  of  human 
slavery,  nor  can  Governments  be  in  fault  in  raising  their  voice  against 
the  further  tolerance  of  so  grievous  a  blot  upon  humanity.  You  will, 
consequently,  in  decisive  but  respectful  terms,  remonstrate  against  the 
apparent  failure  of  Spain  to  carry  into  full  effect  the  act  referred  to. 
We  acknowledge  that  this  may  be  a  diflficult  task.  The  reproaches, 
open  or  covert,  of  those  whose  supposed  interests  may  be  affected  by 
it,  to  say  nothing  of  other  underhand  proceedings,  must  be  trying  to 
the  patience  and  highly  embarrassing  to  the  statesmen  who  may  be 
the  best  disposed  toward  the  measure.  All,  however,  who  countenance 
lukewarmness  or  neglect  in   carrying  it  into  effect  must^  more  or  less, 
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be  liabl(!i  to  the  charge  of  duplicity  or  bad  faith,  a  charge  which  every 
man  of  honor  in  high  station  ought  to  endeavor  to  avoid. 

"  By  the  enactment  of  the  law  of  July,  1870,  the  Government  of  Spain 
is  practically  committed  to  the  policy  of  emancipation.    It  is  true  that 

» 

the  law  was  far  from  being  as  comprehensive  a  measure  as  was  hoped 
for  by  the  friends  of  emancipation  both  in  Spain  and  throughout  Christ- 
endom, but  it  was  regarded  as  the  entering-wedge  and  the  first  step 
toward  the  extermination  of  a  great  wrong,  and  as  the  inauguration  of 
a  measure  of  justice  and  peace,  whereby  Spain,  to  her  high  honor,  de- 
clared herself  in  harmony  with  the  general  sentiment  of  modem  civili- 
zation and  with  the  principles  of  unquestioned  human  rights.  It  is  so 
manifestly  due  to  that  sentiment  and  to  those  principles  that  their  rec- 
ognition, as  thus  evidenced,  be  made  practical  and  effective  by  the  en- 
forcement of  the  law,  that  it  cannot  be  questioned  that  Spain,  with  the 
pride  and  the  honor  that  mark  her  history,  will  no  longer  delay  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  law  and  the  observance  of  the  pledge  to  humanity  and 
to  justice  which  was  implied  in  the  enactment. 

''  There  is  another  view  which  may  be  taken  of  this  subject.  The  Span- 
ish Government  and  the  Spanish  people  are  understood  to  be  almost 
unanimously  adverse  to  the  independence  of  Cuba.  It  will  not  be  de- 
nied that  the  resistance  to  the  enforcement  of  the  emancipation  law 
proceeds  almost  entirely  from  those  interested  in  slave  property  in  the 
Island  of  Cuba,  who  have,  through  the  successive  ministries  to  which 
the  Government  of  Spain  has  been  intrusted  since  the  enactment  of  the 
law  in  July,  1870,  been  enabled  hitherto  to  delay  and  to  defeat  its  exe- 
cution by  preventing  the  promulgation  of  regulations  effective  for  the 
end  to  which  the  law  was  directed. 

^^An  important  law  is  thus  nullified  through  the  influence  and  agency 
of  a  class  in  Cuba  who  are  the  most  loud  in  profession  of  devotion  to 
the  integrity  of  the  Spanish  territory  and  to  the  continuance  of  Span- 
ish dominion  over  the  island.  The  example  of  disregard  to  laws  thus 
set  cannot  be  without  its  influence.  If  Spain  permits  her  authority  to 
be  virtually  and  practically  defled  in  that  island  by  a  refusal  or  neglect 
to  carry  into  effect  acts  of  the  home  Government  of  a  humane  tendency, 
is  not  this  tantamount  to  an  acknowledgment  of  inability  to  control  f 
If  she  refuse  to  enforce  her  authority  in  one  instance,  why  may  it  not 
be  spurned  in  others,  and  will  not  her  supremacy,  sooner  or  later,  be- 
come nominal  only,  with  no  real  advantage  to  herself  or  her  colonies, 
but  to  the  serious  detriment  of  both,  as  well  as  of  those  other  powers 
whose  relations,  whether  of  neighborhood  or  of  commerce,  give  them 
special  interest  in  the  welfare  of  those  possessions f 

^'It  is  also  represented  that  the  grasping  cupidity  of  sugar-planters 
in  Cuba  has  succeeded  in  enabling  them  virtually  to  annul  their  con- 
tracts with  coolies  for  a  limited  term  of  service,  coupled  with  the  privi- 
lege of  returning  to  their  homes  at  its  close,  and  that  those  unfortunate 
Asiatics,  under  regulations  for  an  enforced  re-engagement  when  their 

391 


§  60.]  INTERVENTION.  [CHAP.  HI. 

former  contract  may  have  expired,  are  being  practically  reduceil  to  the 
same  abject  condition  as  the  African  slaves.  If  this  be  true,  it  is  im- 
possible for  the  Government  of  any  civilized  country  to  be  indifferent 
to  so  atrocioas  a  proceeding.  Yon  will  mention  this  sabject  to  the 
Spanish  minister  for  foreign  affairs,  and  will  not  conceal  the  view  which 
we  take  of  it. 

^'The  insurrection  in  Cuba  has  now  lasted  four  years.  Attempts  to 
suppress  it,  so  far  futile,  have  been  made  probably  at  a  sacrifice  of 
more  than  a  hundred  thousand  lives  and  an  incalculable  amount  of 
property.  Our  commercial  and  other  connections  with  that  island 
compel  us  to  take  a  warm  interest,  in  its  peaceful  and  orderly  condition, 
without  which  there  cannot  be  prosperity. 

'^Cuba  being  separated  from  this  country  by  a  narrow  passage,  the 
temptations  for  reckless  adventurers  here  to  violate  our  law  and  embark 
in  hostile  expeditions  thither  is  great,  despite  the  unquestioned  vigi- 
lance of  this  Government  to  maintain  its  duty  and  the  efforts  wit  h  which 
the  approaches  to  the  island  have  been  guarded  by  the  Spanish  cruis- 
ers. The  said  proximity  has  led  Cubans  and  others,  partisans  of  the 
insurgents,  to  take  up  their  abode  in  the  United  States,  actuated  by 
the  hope  that  that  proximity  would  enable  them  advantageously  to  plot 
and  act  for  the  advancement  of  their  cause  in  the  island.  We  certainly 
have  reason  to  expect  that  the  great  strain  upon  our  watchfulness  to 
thwart  those  schemes  occasioned  by  the  long  duration  of  hostilities  in 
Cuba,  should  have  some  termination  through  a  cessation  of  the  cause 
which  hitherto  has  been  supposed  to  make  it  necessary  for  the  discharge 
of  our  duties  as  a  neutral. 

'^Ever  since  the  insurrection  began,  we  have  repeatedly  been  called 
upon  to  discharge  those  duties.  In  the  performance  of  them  we  are 
conscious  of  no  neglect,  but  the  trial  to  our  impartiality  by  the  want  of 
success  on  the  part  of  Spain  in  suppressing  the  revolt  is  necessarily  so 
severe  that  unless  she  shall  soon  be  more  successful  it  will  force  upon 
this  Government  the  consideration  of  the  question,  whether  duty  to 
itself  and  to  the  commercial  interests  of  its  citizens  may  not  demand 
some  change  in  the  line  of  action  it  has  thus  far  pursued. 

<<It  is  intimated,  and  is  probably  true,  that  the  corruption  which  is 
more  or  less  inseparable  from  such  protracted  contests  is  itself  a  prin- 
cipal agent  in  prolonging  hostilities  in  Cuba.  The  extortions  incident 
to  furnishing  supplies  for  the  troops,  the  hope  of  sharing  in  the  pro- 
ceeds of  insurgent  or  alleged  insurgent  property,  would,  of  course,  be 
put  an  end  to  by  the  restoration  of  tranquillity.  These  must  be  power- 
ful agencies  in  fettering  the  arm  which  ought  to  strike  home  for  i>eaee, 
for  order,  and  the  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  citizen.  It  is  reasonable  to 
suppose,  too,  that  the  saving  of  the  public  money  which  must  result 
from  a  termination  of  the  conflict  would  alone  be  a  sufficient  incen- 
tive for  a  patriotic  Government  to  exert  itself  to  the  utmost  for  that 
purpose. 
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^'  Besides  a  measure  for  the  abolition  of  slavery,  and  assurances  of  the 
speedy  termination  of  the  contest  in  Gnba,  we  have  been  assured  that 
extensive  municipal  reforms  would  be  introduced  in  the  colonies,  and 
that  their  government  would  be  liberalized.  Certainly  the  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment, with  its  experience  of  the  past,  and  with  the  knowledge  which 
it  cannot  fail  to  have  of  the  tendencies  of  the  age,  can  never  expect 
peaceably  to  maintain  the  ancient  colonial  system  in  those  islands.  The 
abuses  of  that  system  press  heavily  upon  the  numerous  educated  natives 
of  the  same  race,  and,  if  not  reformed,  must  be  a  constant  source  of 
bitter  antipathy  to  the  mother  country.  The  rex>eated  assurances  of  the 
intention  of  the  Oovernment  to  abolish  slavery  and  to  grant  liberal  re- 
forms in  the  administration  of  the  island,  are  admissions  by  Spain  of 
the  wrong  of  slavery,  and  of  the  ex^tence  of  evils  which  need  reform, 
but  are  still  allowed  on  the  illogical  and  indefensible  ground  that  con- 
cession cannot  be  made  while  resistance  continues. 

'^A  nation  gives  justification  to  resistance  while  admitted  wrongs 
remain  unredressed ;  resistance  ceases  to  be  justifiable  when  no  wrongs 
are  either  admitted  or  alleged.  Eedress  wrongs  and  resistance  will 
cease. 

'^  Spain  is  too  great  a  power  to  fear  to  do  what  she  admits  to  be  right, 
because  it  is  asked  vehemently ;  or  because  its  attainment  is  sought 
improperly,  she  need  not  apprehend  that  the  reforming  of  abuses  and 
of  wrongs,  which  she  admits  to  exist,  and  declares  herself  ready  to  cor- 
rect, will  be  attributed  to  an  unworthy  motive,  while  delay  in  removing 
admitted  wrongs  which  it  is  within  her  power  to  remove  places  her  in  a 
false  position,  and  goes  far  to  justify  and  to  attract  sympathy  to  those 
who  are  sufferers  from  the  unredressed  wrongs. 

''  Spain  itself  has  been  the  scene  of  civil  commotion,  but  prisoners 
taken  in  arms  have  not  been  put  to  death  as  they  are  in  Cuba,  nor  have 
amnesties  been  regarded  as  dangerous  in  the  peninsula ;  why  should 
they  be  so  regarded  in  the  colonies  f  or  why  should  concessions  be  dis- 
honorable in  Cuba  that  are  not  so  considered  at  home  f  The  suggestion 
that  they  would  be  is  the  offspring  of  the  selfishness  of  those  interested 
in  prolonging  the  contest  for  private  gain. 

'<A  just,  lenient,  and  humane  policy  toward  Cuba,  if  it  would  not  bring 
quiet  «nd  order  and  contentedness,  would  at  least  modify  the  judg- 
ment of  the  world  that  most  of  the  evils  of  which  Cuba  is  the  scene  are 
the  necessary  results  of  harsh  treatment,  and  of  the  maladministration 
of  the  colonial  government. 

''  You  are  aware  that  many  citizens  of  the  United  States,  owners  of 
estates'in  Cuba,  have  suffered  injury  by  the  causeless  seizure,  in  viola- 
tion of  treaty  obligations,  of  those  estates,  and  by  the  appropriation  of 
their  proceeds  by  those  into  whose  hands  they  had  fallen.  Though  in 
some  one  or  two  instances  the  property  has  been  ordered  to  be  restored, 
so  £ar  there  has  been- no  indemnification  for  the  damage  sustained.  In 
other  instances,  where  restitution  has    been    promised,   it  has  been 
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evaded  and  pot  off  in  a  way  which  cannot  fail  tb  excite  the  jnst  resent- 
ment of  the  sufferers  and  of  their  Government,  whose  doty  it  is  to  pro- 
tect their  interests. 

**The  decree  of  31st  August  last,  prescribing  regulations  for  the 
proceedings  concerning  sequestrated  property  in  Cuba,  30  far  as  it 
recognized  the  embargo  or  confiscation  of  the  property  of  those  charged 
with  complicity  in  the  insurrection,  as  a  judicial  proceeding,  in  which 
the  parties  are  entitled  to  be  fairly  heard,  may  be  regarded  as  a  con- 
cession to  the  frequent  remonstrances  of  this  Government,  as  well  as  to 
the  requirements  of  justice.  But,  unless  the  action  of  the  board  to  be 
constituted  under  that  decree  exhibit  a  very  different  measure  of 
promptness  and  of  activity  from  that  which  has  been  given  to  the 
remonstrances  of  this  Government  against  the  proceedings  whereby  the 
property  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  has  heretofore  been  seized,  the 
organization  of  the  board  will  serve  only  to  increase  the  very  just  causes 
of  complaint  of  this  Government.  It  is  hoi>ed  that  it  will  not  be 
allowed  to  become  the  means  or  the  excuse  of  further  procrastination,  or 
of  delaying  beyond  the  extremest  limits  of  patience,  which  have  already 
been  reached,  the  decision  upon  the  many  cases  which  have  been  the 
subject  of  protracted  diplomatic  correspondence.  There  will  readily 
occur  to  you  several  cases,  which  need  not  be  specifically  enumerated, 
which  have  been  referred  backward  and  forward  between  Madrid  and 
Havana  to  the  very  verge  of  the  exhaustion  of  all  patience.  In  the 
mean  time,  the  property  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  has  been  held 
in  violation  of  the  treaty  ^between  this  country  and  Spain. 

'^  In  some  of  these  cases  you  have  been  promised  the  release  of  the 
embargo.  It  is  expected  that  the  tardy  redress  thus  promised  will  not 
be  further  delayed  by  any  alleged  necessity  of  reference  to  this  newly 
constituted  board. 

"  It  is  hoped  that  you  will  present  the  views  above  set  forth,  and  the 
present  grievances  of  which  this  Government  so  justly  complains,  to  the 
Government  to  which  you  are  accredited,  in  a  way  which,  without  giv- 
ing offense,  will  leave  a  conviction  that  we  are  in  earnest  in  the  expres- 
Kiou  of  those  views,  and  that  we  expect  redress,  and  that  if  it  should 
not  soon  be  afforded  Spain  must  not  be  surprised  to  find,  as  the  inevi- 
table result  of  the  delay,  a  marked  change  in  the  feeling  and  in  the 
temper  of  the  people  and  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 
Believing  that  the  present  ministry  of  Spain  is  in  a  sufficiently  con- 
firmed position  of  power  to  carry  out  the  measures  which  it  announces, 
and  the  reforms  which  have  been  promised,  and  to  do  justice  by  the  re- 
moval of  the  causes  of  our  well-founded  complaints,  and  not  doubting 
the  sincerity  of  the  assurances  which  have  been  given,  the  United 
States  look  confidently  for  the  realization  of  those  hopes  which  have 
been  encouraged  by  repeated  promises  that  all  causes  for  estrangement, 
or  for  the  interruption  of  those  friendly  feelings  which  are  traditional, 
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as  they  are  sincere,  on  the  part  of  this  Government  toward  Spain,  will 
be  speedily  and  forever  removed.'' 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Bir.  Siokles,  Oct.  29,  1872.    MSS.  Inst.,  Spain;  For. 
Bel.,  1S72. 

In  1873  Mr.  Fish  instracted  Mr.  Bancroft,  then  at  Berlin,  to  use  his 
^'  best  endeavors  to  secure  from  the  German  Government  sach  instruc- 
tions to  its  minister  at  Madrid  as  may  enable  him  to  make  a  simulta- 
ncons,  if  not  identical,  application  to  the  Spanish  Grovernment  in  suppoit 
of  the  desired  change,"  in  certain  oppressive  tariff  laws  of  Cuba  sub- 
jecting goods  on  which  there  are  fines  to  such  fines,  and  not  the  vessels 
which  import  them.  ^ 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bancroft,  Mar.  22, 1873.    MSS.  Inst.,  Germ. ;  For. 
Eel.,  1873. 

"  Your  dispatches  No.  670  and  672,  of  the  respective  dates  of  the 
27th  and  31st  July,  are  not  calculated  to  command  confidence  in  the 
expectation  of  a  satisfactory  settlement  of  the  troubles  in  which  Spain 
finds  herself  involved  either  in  resx>ect  to  her  internal  or  colonial  affairs 
or  her  relations  with  other  powers.  As  to  the  former,  we  can  but  sin- 
cerely regret  that  the  effort  to  establish  a  republican  form  of  govern- 
ment does  not  give  greater  promise  of  success.  The  United  States 
promptly  and  cordially  extended  its  recognition  and  the  moral  effects 
of  its  sympathy  to  the  new  Government.  It  has  further  manifested  its 
friendly  interest  by  abstaining  from  insistance  in  the  presentation  of 
complaints  on  account  of  the  frequent  failure  of  compliance  with  as- 
surance of  intended  reforms  in  the  government  of  Cuba,  and  of  the 
reparation  ol*  wrongs  to  the  persons  and  property  of  American  citizens. 

'^  Recent  information  from  Havana  shows  that  the  decree  for  the  re- 
lease of  embargoed  estates  had  not  at  a  very  late  date  been  proclaimed, 
and  that  influences  seemed  to  be  at  work  to  induce  the  withholding  ot 
the  publication  and  the  consequent  nullification  of  the  decree.    •    •    • 

^'The  President  has  heard  with  deep  concern  and  regret  the  announce- 
ment, said  to  be  made  by  a  member  of  the  ministry  of  Spain,  that  no 
reforms  will  be  granted,  and  no  notice  taken  of  the  demands  of  the  in- 
surgents in  Cuba,  so  long  as  they  do  not  lay  down  their  arms.    •    •    • 

<<  In  the  interest  of  Spain,  no  less  than  in  that  of  Cuba,  in  the  interest 
of  the  United  States,  in  the  interest  of  humanity,  the  President  hopes 
that  such  may  not  be  the  determination  of  Spain,  and  you  will  not  fail 
to  urge  upon  the  ministry  the  tendency  of  such  policy,  and  the  im- 
portance in  the  direction  of  pacification,  and  to  the  arrest  of  the  further 
destruction  of  property  and  waste  of  human  life,  of  the  disavowal  or 
abandonment  of  a  policy  so  inconsistent  with  a  possibility  of  a  restora- 
tion of  peace.    •    •    • 

<<  It  is  therefore  that  it  appears  to  us,  as  friends  of  Spain,  of  urgent 
importance  that  Spain,  in  the  exercise  of  her  historic  wisdom,  voluntarily 
recall  the  inconsiderate  declaration  of  a  minister  (if,  indeed,  it  were 
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made)  that  the  granting  of  reforms  to  Cuba  will  not  be  entertained 
while  the  insurrection  lasts»  and  the  President  desires  that  yon  impress 
in  a  friendly  and  delicate  way  the  paramount  importance  of  action  rather 
than  promise  in  the  direction  of  reforms  of  which  the  wisdom  of  the 
Government  at  Madrid  have  more  than  once  recognized  the  propriety." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Bir.  Sickles,  Aog.  27,  1873.    MSS.  iDst..  Spain  ;  For. 
Bel.,  1873. 

"  Whatever  general  instructions  you  may  need  at  the  present  time 
for  your  guidance  in  representing  this  Government  at  Madrid  haveref 
erence  entirely  to  the  actual  state  of  the  Island  of  Cuba  and  its  relation 
to  the  United  States  as  well  as  to  Spain. 

'^It  is  now  more  than  five  years  since  an  organized  body  of  the  in- 
habitants of  that  island  assembled  at  Yara,  issued  a  declaration  of  inde- 
pendence, and  took  up  arms  to  maintain  the  declaration.  The  move- 
ment rapidly  spread,  so  as  to  occupy  extensive  regions  of  the  eastern 
and  central  portions  of  the  island,  and  all  the  resources  of  the  Spanish 
Government  have  been  exerted  ineffectually  to  suppress  the  revolution 
and  reclaim  the  districts  in  insurrection  to  the  authority  of  Spain.  The 
prosecution  of  the  war  on  both  sides  has  given  rise  to  many  question^, 
seriously  affecting  the  interests  and  the  honor  of  the  United  States, 
which  have  become  the  subject  of  diplomatic  discussion  between  this 
Government  and  that  of  Spain. 

**You  will  receive  herewith  a  selection,  in  chronological  order,  of  the 
numerous  dispatches  in  this  relation  which  have  passed  between  the 
two  Governments.  From  these  documents  you  will  derive  ample  infor- 
mation, not  only  respecting  special  questions  which  have  arisen  from 
time  to  time,  but  also  respecting  the  general  purposes  and  policy  of  the 
President  in  the  premises. 

'^  Those  purposes  and  that  policy,  a«  indicated  in  the  accompanying 
documents,  have  continued  to  be  substantially  the  same  during  the 
whole  period  of  these  events,  except  in  so  far  as  they  may  have  hoeu 
modified  by  special  circumstances,  seemint:  to  impart  greater  or  less 
prominence  to  the  various  aspects  of  the  general  question,  and  thus, 
without  producing  any  change  of  principle,  yet,  according  to  the.  par- 
ticular emergency,  to  direct  the  action  of  the  United  States. 

"It  will  suffice,  therefore,  on  the  present  occasion,  first,  briefly  to  state 
these  general  views  of  the  President;  and,  secondly,  to  show  their  ap- 
plication to  the  several  incidents  of  this  desperate  struggle  on  the  part 
of  the  Cubans  to  acquire  independence  and  of  Spain  to  maintain  her 
sovereignty,  in  so  far  as  those  incidents  have  immediately  affected  the 
United  States. 

"Cuba is  the l^^rgest insular  possession  still  retained  by  any  European 
power  in  America.  It  is  almost  contiguous  to  the  United  States.  It  is 
pre-eminently  fertile  in  the  production  of  objects  of  commerce  which  are 
of  constant  demand  in  this  country,  and,  with  just  regulations  for  recip- 
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rocal  interchange  of  commodities,  it  would  afford  a  large  and  Incrative 
market  for  the  productions  of  this  country.  Commercially,  as  well  as 
geographically,  it  is  by  nature  more  closely  connected  with  the  United 
States  than  with  Spain. 

^' Civil  dissensions  in  Cuba,  and  especially  sanguinary  hostilities,  such 
as  are  now  raging  there,  produce  effects  in  the  United  States  second  in 
gravity  only  to  those  which  they  produce  in  Spain. 

'' Meanwhile  our  political  relation  to  Cuba  is  altogether  anomalous, 
seeing  that  for  any  injury  done  to  the  United  States  or  their  citizens  in 
Cuba  we  have  no  direct  means  of  redress  there,  and  can  obtain  it  only 
by  slow  and  circuitous  action  by  way  of  Madrid.  The  captain-general 
of  Cuba  has,  in  effect,  by  the  laws  of  Spain,  supreme  and  absolute  au- 
thority there  for  all  purposes  of  wrong  to  our  citizens;  but  this  Govern- 
ment has  no  adequate  means  of  demanding  immediate  reparation  of 
such  wrongs  on  the  spot,  except  through  a  consul,  who  does  not  possess 
diplomatic  character,  and  to  whose  representations,  therefore,  the 
captaingeneral  may,  if  he  choose,  absolutely  refuse  to  listen.  And, 
grievous  as  this  inconvenience  is  to  the  United  States  in  ordinary  times 
it  is  more  intolerable  now,  seeing  that,  as  abundantly  appears,  the  contest 
in  Cuba  is  between  penin&ular  Spaniards  on  the  one  hand  and  native- 
born  Spanish -Americans  on  the  other;  the  former  being  the  real  repre- 
sentatives of  Spanish  force  in  Cuba,  and  exerting  that  force  when  they 
choose,  with  little,  if  any,  respect  for  the  metropolitan  power  of  Spain. 
The  captain -general  is  efficient  to  injure  but  not  to  redress,  and  if  dis- 
posed to  redress,  he  may  be  hampered,  if  not  prevented,  by  resolute  op- 
position on  the  part  of  the  Spaniards  around  him,  disobedient  alike  to 
him  and  to  the  supreme  Government. 

''In  fine,  Cuba,  like  the  former  continental  colonies  of  Spain  in  Amer- 
ica, ought  to  belong  to  the  great  family  of  American  Bepublics,  with 
political  forms  and  public  policy  of  their  own,  and  attached  to  Europe 
by  no  ties  save  those  of  international  amity,  and  of  intellectual,  com- 
mercial, and  social  intercourse.  The  desire  of  independence  on  the  part 
of  the  Cubans  is  a  natural  and  legitimate  aspiration  of  theirs,  because 
they  are  Americans.  And  while  such  independence  is  the  manifest  ex- 
igency of  the  political  interests  of  the  Cubans  themselves,  it  is  equally 
so  that  of  the  rest  of  America,  including  the  United  States. 

''That  the  ultimate  issue  of  events  in  Cuba  will  be  its  independence, 
however  that  issue  may  be  produced,  whether  by  means  of  negotiation, 
or  as  the  result  of  military  operations  or  of  one  of  those  unexpected  in- 
cidents which  so  frequently  determine  the  fate  of  nations,  it  is  impossi- 
ble to  doubt.  If  there  be  one  lesson  in  history  more  cogent  in  its  teach- 
ings than  any  other,  it  is  that  no  part  of  America  large  enough  to  con- 
stitute a  self-sustaining  state  can  be  permanently  held  in  forced  colonial 
subjection  to  Europe.  Complete  separation  between  the  metropolis  and 
its  colony  may  be  postponed  by  the  former  conceding  to  the  latter  a 
greater  or  1^93  degree  of  local  autouomy,  nearly  approaching  to  inde- 
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pendence.  Bat  in  all  cases  where  a  positive  antagonism  has  come  to 
exist  between  the  mother  country  and  its  colonial  subjects,  where  the 
sense  of  oppression  is  strongly  felt  by  the  latter,  and  especially  where 
years  of  relentless  warfare  have  alienated  the  parties  one  from  another 
more  widely  than  they  are  sundered  by  the  ocean  itself,  their  political 
separation  is  inevitable.  It  is  one  of  those  conclusions  which  have  been 
aptly  called  the  inexorable  logic  of  events. 

"  Entertaining  these  views,  the  President  at  an  early  day  tendered  to 
the  Spanish  Government  the  good  offices  of  the  United  States  for  the 
purpose  of  effecting,  by  negotiation,  the  peaceful  separation  of  Cuba 
from  Spain,  and  tlius  puttiug  a  stop  to  the  further  effusion  of  blood  in 
the  island,  and  relieviug  both  Cuba  and  Spain  from  the  calamities  and 
charges  of  a  protracted  civil  war,  and  of  delivering  the  United  States 
from  the  constant  hazard  of  inconvenient  complications  on  the  side 
either  of  Spain  or  of  Cuba.  But  the  well-intended  proffers  of  the  United 
States  on  that  occasion  were  unwisely  rejected  by  Spain,  and,  as  it  was 
then  already  foreseen,  the  struggle  has  continued  in  Cuba,  with  inci- 
dents of  desperate  tenacity  on  the  part  of  the  Cubans,  and  of  argry 
fierceness  on  the  part  of  the  Spaniards,  unparalleled  in  the  annals  of 
modern  warfare. 

"  True  it  is  that  now,  when  the  war  has  raged  for  more  than  five  years 
there  is  no  material  change  in  the  military  situation.  The  Cubans  con- 
tinue to  occupy,  unsubdued,  the  eastern  and  central  parts  of  the  island, 
with  exception  of  the  larger  cities  or  towns,  and  of  fortified  points  held 
by  the  Government,  but  their  capacity  of  resistance  appears  to  be  un- 
diminished, and  with  no  abatement  of  their  resolution  to  persevere  to 
the  end  in  repelling  the  denomination  of  Spain. 

<'  Meanwhile  this  condition  of  things  grows,  day  by  day,  more  and  . 
more  insupportable  to  the  United  States.  The  Government  is  compeUed 
to  exert  constantly  the  utmost  vigilance  to  prevent  infringement  of  our 
law  on  the  part  of  Cubans  purchasing  munitions  or  materials  of  war, 
or  laboring  to  fit  out  military  expeditions  in  our  ports;  we  are  con- 
strained to  maintain  a  large  naval  force  to  prevent  violations  of  our 
sovereignty,  either  by  the  Cubans  or  the  Spaniards ;  our  people  are  hor- 
rified and  agitated  by  the  spectacle,  at  our  very  doors,  of  war,  not  only 
with  all  its  ordinary  attendants  of  devastation  and  carnage,  but  with 
accompaniments  of  barbarous  shooting  of  prisoners  of  war,  or  their 
summary  execution  by  military  commissions,  to  the  scandal  and  dis 
grace  of  the  age ;  we  are  under  the  necessity  of  interposing  continually 
for  the  protection  of  our  citizens  against  wrongful  acts  of  the  local  au- 
thorities of  Spain  in  Cuba ;  and  the  public  peace  is  every  moment  sub- 
ject to  be  interrupted  by  some  unforeseen  event,  like  that  which  re- 
cently occurred,  to  drive  us  at  once  to  the  brink  of  war  with  Spain.  In 
short,  the  state  of  Cuba  is  the  one  great  cause  of  perpetual  solicitude  in 
the  foreign  relations  of  the  United  States. 
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"  While  the  attention  of  this  Grovernment  is  fixed  on  Cuba,  in  the  in- 
terest of  hnmanity ,  by  the  horrors  of  civil  war  prevailing  there,  we  cannot 
forbear  to  reflect,  as  well  in  the  interest  of  humanity  as  in  other  rela- 
tions, that  the  existence  of  slave  labor  in  Cuba,  and  its  influence  over 
the  feelings  and  interests  of  the  peninsular  Spaniards,  lie  at  the  founda- 
tion of  all  the  calamities  which  now  afflict  the  island.  Except  in  Brazil 
and  in  Cuba,  servitude  has  almost  disappeared  from  the  world.  Not  in 
the  Spanish-American  Republics  alone,  nor  in  the  British  possessions, 
nor  in  the  United  States,  nor  in  Russia,  not  in  those  countries  alone, 
but  even  in  Asia,  and  in  Africa  herself,  the  bonds  of  the  slave  have  been 
struck  off,  and  personal  freedom  is  the  all  but  universal  rule  and  public 
law,  at  least  to  the  nations  of  Christendom.  It  cannot  long  continue  in 
Cuba,  environed  as  that  island  is  by  communities  of  emancipated  slaves 
in  the  other  West  India  Islands  and  in  the  United  States. 

<^  Whether  it  shall  be  put  an  end  to  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  Span- 
ish Government,  by  domestic  violence,  or  by  the  success  of  the  revolu- 
tion of  Yara,  or  by  what  other  possible  means,  is  one  of  the  grave  prob- 
lems of  the  situation,  of  hardly  less  interest  to  the  United  States  than 
the  independence  of  Cuba. 

'^  The  President  has  not  been  without  hope  that  all  these  questions 
might  be  settled  by  the  spontaneous  act  of  Spain  herself,  she  being  more 
deeply  interested  in  that  settlement  than  all  the  rest  of  the  world.  It 
seemed  for  awhile  that  such  a  solution  was  at  hand,  during  the  time 
when  the  Government  of  Spain  was  administered  by  one  of  the  greatest 
and  wisest  of  the  statesmen  of  that  country,  or  indeed  of  Europe,  Presi- 
dent Castelar.  Before  attaining  power,  he  had  announced  a  line  of 
policy  applicable  to  Cuba,  which,  though  falling  short  of  the  concession 
of  absolute  indei)endeQce,  yet  was  of  a  nature  to  command  the  appro- 
bation of  the  United  States. 

^< '  Let  us,'  he  declared,  on  a  memorable  occasion,  ^  let  us  reduce  to 
formulas  our  i>olicy  in  America. 

'< '  First,  the  immediate  aibolUian  of  slavery. 

^<  ^  Secondly,  autonomy  of  the  islands  of  Puerto  Bico  and  Cuba,  which 
shall  have  a  parliamentary  assembly  of  their  own,  their  own  adminis- 
tration, their  own  government,  and  a  federal  tie  to  unite  them  with 
Spain  as  Canada  is  united  with  England,  in  order  that  we  may  found 
the  liberty  of  those  states  and  at  the  same  time  conserve  the  national 
integrity.  I  desire  that  the  islands  of  Cuba  and  Puerto  Bico  shall 
be  our  sisters,  and  I  do  not  desire  that  they  shall  be  transatlantic  Po- 
lands.' 

^'  I  repeat  that  to  such  a  line  of  policy  as  this,  especially  as  it  relates 
to  Cuba,  the  United  States  would  make  no  objection ;  nay,  they  could 
accord  to  it  hearty  co-operation  and  support,  as  the  next  best  thing  to 
the  absolute  independence  of  Cuba. 
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"  Of  course  the  United  States  would  prefer  to  see  all  tbat  remains  of 
colonial  America  pass  from  tbat  condition  to  the  condition  of  absolute 
independence  of  Europe. 

"  But  we  might  well  accept  such  a  solution  of  present  questions  afi, 
while  terminating  the  cruel  war  which  now  desolates  the  island  and  dis- 
turbs our  political  intercourse,  should  primarily  and  at  the  outset  abol- 
ish the  iniquitous  institution  of  slavery,  and,  in  the  second  place,  should 
place  Cuba  practically  in  the  possession  of  herself  by  means  of  political 
institutions  of  self-government,  and  enable  her,  while  nominally  subject 
to  Spain,  yet  to  cease  to  be  the  victim  of  Spanish  colonial  interests,  and 
to  be  capable  of  direct  and  immediate  relations  of  interests  and  inter- 
course with  the  other  states  of  America.    •    •    • 

"In  these  circumstances,  the  question  what  decision  the  United 
States  shall  take  is  a  serious  and  difficult  one,  not  to  be  determined 
without  careful  consideration  of  its  complex  elements  of  domestic  and 
foreign  policy,  but  the  determination  of  which  may  at  any  moment  be 
forced  upon  us  by  occurrences  either  in  Spain  or  in  Cuba. 

"  Withal  the  President  cannot  but  regard  independence^  and  emanci- 
pation, of  course,  as  the  only  certain,  and  even  the  necessary,  solution 
of  the  question  of  Cuba.  And,  in  his  mind,  all  incidental  questions  are 
quite  subordinate  to  those,  the  larger  objects  of  the  United  States  in 
this  respect 

"  It  requires  to  be  borne  in  mind  that,  in  so  far  as  we  may  contribute 
to  the  solution  of  these  questions,  this  Government  is  not  actuated  by 
any  selfish  or  interested  motive.  The  President  does  not  meditate  or 
desire  the  annexation  of  Cuba  to  the  United  States,  but  its  elevation 
into  an  independent  Eepublic  of  freemen,  in  harmony  with  ourselves 
and  with  the  other  Bepublics  of  America. 

"  You  will  understand,  therefore,  that  the  policy  of  the  United  States 
in  reference  to  Cuba  at.  the  present  time  is  one  of  expectancy,  but  with 
positive  and  fixed  convictions  as  to  the  duty  of  the  United  States  when 
the  time  or  emergency  of  action  shall  arrive.  When  it  shall  arrive,  you 
will  receive  specific  iustnictions  what  to  do.  Meantime,  instructed  as 
you  now  are  as  to  the  intimate  purposes  of  the  Government,  you  are  to 
act  in  conformity  therewith  in  the  absence  of  any  specific  instructions, 
and  to  comport  yourself  accordingly  in  all  your  communications  and 
intercourse,  official  or  unofficial,  with  persons  or  public  men  in  Spain. 

"In  conclusion,  it  remains  to  be  said  that,  in  accordance  with  the  es- 
tablished policy  of  the  United  States  in  such  cases,  as  exemplified  in 
the  many  changes  of  government  in  France  during  the  last  eighty  years, 
and  in  the  Mexican  Republic  since  the  time  of  its  first  reex>gnition  by 
us,  and  in  other  cases  which  have  occurred  in  Europe  and  America,  you 
will  present  your  credentials  to  the  persons  or  authorities  whom  yon 
may  find  in  the  actual  exercise  of  the  Executive  power  of  Spain. 

"  The  President  has  not,  as  yet,  received  any  official  notice  of  the 

termination  of  the  authority  qf  President  Oa^telw  and  tbe  m^ce^sion  of 
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President  Serrano,  and,  of  coarse,  we  have  no  precise  information  as  to 
the  intention  or  views  of  the  new  executive  of  the  Spanish  Bepnblic. 

"  While  we  cannot  expect  from  him  any  more  hearty  friendship  for 
the  UniteTl  States  than  his  predecessor  entertained,  it  is  to  be  hoped 
that  he  may  not  be  moved  by  any  unfriendly  sentiments  toward  us.  If, 
however,  such  should,  unhappily,  prove  to  be  the  case,  it  would  be  all 
the  more  necessary  that  you  should  be  vigilantly  watchful  to  detect  and 
report  any  signs  of  possible  action  in  Spain  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
United  States." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gushing,  Feb.  6,  1874.   MSS.  Inst.,  Spain  ;  For. 
Rel.,  1874. 

<<The  attention  of  this  Government  has  been  frequently  called  by 
citizens  of  the  United  States  to  the  wrong  done  them  in  the  embargo 
of  their  property  by  the  colonial  authorities  of  Cuba  for  alleged  dis- 
loyalty, in  virtue  of  a  decree  of  April  20, 1869.  Their  estates  have  been 
seized  by  arbitrary  executive  act,  without  judicial  hearing  or  judgment, 
and  in  manifest  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  of  1795.  In 
many  instances  the  seizure  has  been  made  with  such  improvidence  and 
want  of  consideration,  that  the  property  of  one  person  has  been  seized 
for  the  alleged  offense  of  another.  Promises  were  made,  from  time  to 
time,  to  release  some  of  these  estates,  which  promises  were  evaded  or 
deferred  for  insufficient  reasons.  In  some  cases,  after  promise  had  been 
given  to  disembargothe  property,  it  was  leased  to  strangers  for  a  series 
of  years,  so  as  to  render  the  order  of  disembargo  ineffectual,  and  to  con- 
tinue to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  possession  and  use  of  his  property. 

<*  Of  course,  no  relief  in  the  premises  could  be  obtained  by  the  action 
of  the  Mixed  Commission  sitting  at  Washington,  and  this  Department 
continually  insisted  that  t^e  property  itself  should  be  restored  to  the 
owners  by  the  same  executive  authority  which  made  the  seizure,  leav- 
ing only  the  question  of  resulting  damages  to  the  consideration  of  the 
Commission. 

<<  You  are  referred  to  the  frequent  and  earnest  instructions  to  your 
predecessor  with  regard  to  these  cases.  After  various  repeated  and  ur- 
gent remonstrances,  the  late  Government  of  Spain,  on  the  12th  of  July, 
1873,  on  the  recommendation  of  the  minister  of  the  colonies,  setting 
forth  the  illegality  of  these  acts  of  sequestration,  their  injustice  to  the 
parties  interested,  and  their  injuriousness  even  to  the  public  interests, 
all  embargoes  put  upon  the  property  of  alleged  disloyal  persons  in  Cuba 
were  declared  removed  from  the  date  when  the  decree  should  reach  the 
capital ;  it  was  ordered  that  all  property  disembargoed  should  be  forth- 
with delivered  up  to  its  owners  or  their  legal  representatives ;  and  a 
oommission  was  appointed  to  hear  and  decide  summarily  upon  all  such 
applications  as  might  be  made  by  the  interested  parties. 

<<  Notwithstanding  the  imperative  character  of  this  decree,  no  regard 
was  paid  to  it  in  Cuba  for  a  length  of  time ;  it  was  not  officially  pub- 
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lished  there,  and  the  authorities  at  Havana  even  proceeded  to  advertise 
for  sale  embargoed  property  belonging  to  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
These  instances  led  to  further  remonstrances  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States. 

"At  length,  contemporaneously^  with  the  official  visit  of  SenorSoler  y 
Pla,  minister  of  ultramar,  to  Cuba,  partial  execution  was  given  to  the 
decree  of  July  12,  1873,  in  so  far  as  it  applied  to  several  of  the  parties 
named  in  a  list  communicated  to  the  Spanish  Government  by  this  De- 
partment. 

"  It  is  now  learned  that  in  the  case  of  some  of  the  estates  covered  by 
that  decree,  and  ordered  by  the  commission  to  be  delivered  to  the  own- 
ers,  delivery  is  obstructed  on  the  allegation  that  the  estates  are  subject 
to  leases  to  third  parties  for  a  series  of  years,  by  which  the  owners  are 
not  only  deprived  of  the  actual  possession  of  their  property,  and  of  the 
income  which  it  would  yield  in  their  hands,  but  the  property  itself  is 
undergoing  waste  and  depreciation. 

"The  leases  which  are  thus  interposed  as  a  justification  for  continu- 
ing to  disregard  the  decree  of  the  home  Government  and  the  assurances 
given  to  this  Government,  and  in  continued  violation  of  the  rights  of 
our  citizens,  are  understood  to  be  leases  given  by  some  pretended 
authority  subsequent  to  the  act  of  embargo. 

"  In  some  cases  (that  of  Eamon  Fernandez  Criado  y  Gomez,  for  in- 
stance), it  appears  that  the  authorities  claim  that  the  property  was  un- 
der judicial  embargo  and  finally  confiscated. 

"  The  chronological  series  of  papers  which  accompany  my  No.  2,  of 
even  date  with  this,  contain  copies  of  the  correspondence,  telegraphic 
and  otherwise,  on  this  subject  between  this  Department  and  its  agents 
and  the  Spanish  authorities.  On  examining  it,  you  will  find  that  the 
Spanish  Government  has  practically  admitted  that  the  seizure  and  re- 
tention of  these  estates  was  a  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  proprietors. 

"  You  will  therefore  make  it  your  first  duty  after  your  credentials  are 
presented  in  Madrid,  to  represent  to  the  Government  there,  courteously 
but  firmly,  that  the  President  expects  to  see  the  estates  of  American 
citizens  which  have  been  seized  in  Cuba  in  violation  of  the  provisions 
of  the  treaty  of  1795,  whether  by  embargo  or  by  confiscation,  restored 
to  them  without  further  delay,  and  without  any  incumbrance  imposed 
by  Spanish  authority  in  Cuba. 

"  He  does  not  question  the  willingness  of  the  authorities  at  Madrid 
to  comply  with  these  expectations.  It  will  be  your  duty,  while  giving 
assurances  of  our  convictions  of  the  good- will  of  the  Spanish  Govern- 
ment in  this  respect,  to  leave  no  doubt  of  our  expectations  that  it  will 
find  means  to  compel  its  insubordinate  agents  in  Cuba  to  carry  into  exe- 
cution its  agreements  with  this  Government  respecting  these  estates." 

Mr.  FihIi,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cushing,  Feb.  6,  1874.    MSS.  Inst.,  Spain ;  For. 
Rel.,  1874. 
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'<The  deplorable  strife  in  Cuba  coutinnes  without  auy  marked  change 
in  the  relative  advantages  of  the  contending  forces.  The  insurrection 
continues,  but  Spain  has  gained  no  superiority.  Six  years  of  strife  give 
to  the  insurrection  a  significance  which  cannot  be  denied.  Its  duration 
and  the  tenacity  of  it«  adherence,  together  with  the  absence  of  mani- 
fested power  of  suppression  on  the  part  of  Spain,  cannot  be  controverted, 
and  may  make  some  positive  steps  on  the  part  of  other  powers  a  matter 
of  self-necessity.  I  had  confidently  hoped  at  this  time  to  be  able  to 
announce  the  arrangement  of  some  of  the  important  questions  between 
this  Government  and  that  of  Spain,  but  the  negotiations  have  been  pro- 
tracted. The  unhappy  intestine  dissensions  of  Spain  command  our  pro- 
found sympathy,  and  must  be  accepted  as  perhaps  a  cause  of  some 
delay.  An  early  settlement,  in  part  at  least,  of  the  questions  between 
the  Governments  is  hoped.  In  the  mean  time,  awaiting  the  results  of 
immediately  pending  negotiations,  I  defer  a  further  and  fuller  commu- 
nication on  the  subject  of  the  relations  of  this  country  and  Spain." 

President  Grant,  Sixth  Annual  Message,  1874. 

"The  Government  of  Great  Britain  may  possibly,  of  its  own  accord, 
think  proper,  in  view  of  its  own  interests,  to  co-operate  with  the  United 
States  in  this  effort  to  arrest  a  cruel  war  of  devastation.  This,  how- 
ever, is  a  question  to  be  raised  by  Her  Majesty's  Government.  Hu- 
manity, its  own  great  interests,  and  a  regard  for  the  preservation  of  the 
peace  of  the  world,  it  is  believed,  will,  without  doubt,  lead  it  to  support 
the  position  which  this  Government  has  at  length  been  forced  to  assume, 
and  to  address  its  representatives  in  Madrid  to  that  end.'' 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Schenok,  Nov.  5,  1875.    MSS.  Inst.,  Gr.  Brit. 

"  You  will  read  this  instruction,  266,  or  state  orally  the  substance  there- 
of, to  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs  confidentially  (but  will  not  give  a 
copy  thereof),  and  will  assure  him  of  the  sincere  and  earnest  desire  of 
the  President  for  a  termination  of  the  disastrous  conflict  in  Cuba  by  the 
spontaneous  action  of  Spain,  or  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties  thereto. 

<'Tou  will  further  state  that  the  President  is  of  opinion  that  should 
the  Government  to  which  you  are  accredited  find  it  consistent  with  its 
views  to  urge  upon  Spain  the  importance  and  necessity  of  either  ter- 
minating or  abandoning  this  contest,  which  now  after  a  continuance  of 
seven  years  has  not  advanced  toward  a  prospect  of  success  on  either 
side,  but  which  is  characterized  by  cruelties,  by  violations  of  the  rules 
of  civilized  modern  warfare,  by  pillage,  desolation,  and  wanton  incendia- 
rism, threatening  the  industry,  capacity,  and  production  of  an  extended 
and  fertile  country,  the  friendly  expression  of  such  views  to  Spain 
might  lead  that  Government  to  a  dispassionate  consideration  of  the 
hopelessness  of  the  contest,  and  tend  to  the  earlier  restoration  of  peace 
and  prosperity  to  Cuba,  if  not  to  the  preservation  of  the  peace  of  the 
world. 
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'^  Such  a  course  on  the  part  of  the  Government  to  which  you  are  ac- 
credited would  be  exceedingly  satisfactory  to  the  United  States,  and,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  President,  conducive  to  the  interests  of  every  com- 
mercial nation  and  of  humanity  itself.^ 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Orth,  Nov.  15, 1875.    MSS.  Inst.,  Aastria. 

"Read  inclosure  to  805  as  soon  as  opportunity  will  admit.  You  will 
explain  that  intervention  is  not  contemplated  as  an  immediate  resort, 
but  as  a  contingent  necessity  in  case  the  contest  be  prosecuted  and  sat- 
isfactory adjustment  of  existing  griefe  be  not  reached,  and  that  we  sin- 
cerely desire  to  avoid  any  rupture,  and  are  anxious  to  maintain  peace 
and  establish  our  relations  with  Spain  on  a  permanent  basis  of  friend- 
ship. I  now  state,  further,  for  your  own  information  and  for  your  guid- 
ance in  your  interview  with  minister,  that  message  will  discountenance 
recognition  of  belligerency  or  independence ;  will  allude  to  intervention 
as  a  possible  necessity,  but  will  not  advise  its  present  adoption.  Gush- 
ing is  instructed  to  communicate  to  minister  without  waiting  result  of 
your  interview,  but  you  will  communicate  with  him,  in  cipher,  after 
your  interview.'^ 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Schenck,  Nov.  27,  1875.    (Telegram),  MSS.  Inst., 
Gr.  Brit. 

^^  The  past  year  has  furnished  no  evidence  of  an  approaching  termina- 
tion of  the  ruinous  conflict  which  has  been  raging  for  seven  years  in 
the  neighboring  Island  of  Ouba.  The  same  disregard  of  the  laws  of 
civilized  warfare  and  of  the  just  demands  of  humanity  which  has  here- 
tofore called  forth  expressions  of  condemnation  fjrom  the  nations  of 
Christendom  has  continued  to  blacken  the  sad  scene.  Desolation, 
ruin,  and  pillage  are  pervading  the  rich  fields  of  one  of  the  most  fertile 
and  productive  regions  of  the  earth,  and  the  incendiar3''s  torch,  firing 
plantations  and  valuable  factories  and  buildings,  is  the  agent  marking 
the  alternate  advance  or  retreat  of  contending  parties. 

''The  protracted  continuance  of  this  strife  seriously  afl'ects  the  inter- 
ests of  all  commercial  nations,  but  those  of  the  United  States  more 
than  others,  by  reason  of  close  proximity,  its  larger  trade  and  inter- 
course with  Cuba,  and  the  frequent  and  intimate  personal  and  social 
relations  which  have  grown  up  between  its  citizens  and  those  of  the 
island.  Moreover,  the  property  of  our  citizens  in  Cuba  is  large,  and  is 
rendered  insecure  and  depreciated  in  value  and  in  capacity  of  produc- 
tion by  the  continuance  of  the  strife  and  the  unnatural  mode  of  its  con- 
duct. The  same  is  true,  differing  only  in  degree,  with  respect  to  the  in- 
terests and  people  of  other  nations  ;  and  the  absence  of  any  reasonable 
assurance  of  a  near  termination. of  the  conflict  must,  of  necessity,  soon 
compel  the  states  thus  sufi'ering  to  consider  what  the  interests  of  their 
own  p(»ople  and  their  duty  toward  themselves  may  demand. 

"  1  have  hoped  that  Spain  would  be  enabled  to  establish  peace  in  her 
colony,  to  afford  security  to  the  prop  erty  and  the  interests  of  our  citi- 
zens, and  allow  legitimate  scope  to  trade  and  commerce  and  the  natural 
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productions  of  the  island.  Because  of  this  hope,  and  of  an  extreme 
reluctance  to  interfere  in  the  most  remote  manner  in  the  affairs  of 
another  and  friendly  nation,  especially  of  one  whose  sympathy  and 
friendship  in  the  struggling  infancy  of  our  own  existence  must  ever  be 
remembered  with  gratitude,  I  have  patiently  and  anxiously  waited 
the  progress  of  events.  Our  own  civil  conflict  is  too  recent  for  us 
not  to  consider  the  difficulties  which  surround  a  Government  distracted 
by  a  dynastic  rebellion  at  home,  at  the  same  time  that  it  has  to  cope 
with  a  separate  insurrection  in  a  distant  colony.  But  whatever  causes 
may  have  produced  the  situation  which  so  grievously  affects  our  in- 
terests, it  exists,  with  all  its  attendant  evils  operating  directly  upon 
this  country  and  its  people.  Thus  far  all  the  efforts  of  Spain  have 
proved  abortive,  and  time  has  marked  no  improvement  in  the  situation. 
The  armed  bands  of  either  side  now  occupy  nearly  the  same  ground 
as  in  the  past,  with  the  difference,  from  time  to  time,  of  more  lives  - 
sacrificed,  more  property  destro^'ed,  and  wider  exiteuts  of  fertile  and 
productive  fields  and  more  and  more  of  valuable  property  constantly 
wantonly  sacrificed  to  the  incendiary's  torch. 

'<  In  contests  of  this  nature,  where  a  considerable  body  of  people,  who 
have  attempted  to  free  themselves  of  the  control  of  the  superior  Gov- 
ernment, have  reached  such  point  in  occupation  of  territory,  in  power, 
and  in  general  organization  as  to  constitute  in  fact  a  body-politic,  hav- 
ing a  government  in  substance  as  well  as  in  name,  possessed  of  the 
elements  of  stability,  and  equipped  with  the  machinery  for  the  admin- 
istration of  internal  policy  and  the  execution  of  its  laws,  prepared  and 
able  to  administer  justice  at  home,  as  well  as  in  its  dealings  with  other 
powers,  it  is  within  the  province  of  those  other  powers  to  recognize  its 
existence  as  a  new  and  independent  nation.  In  such  cases  other  nations 
simply  deal  with  an  actually  existing  condition  of  things,  and  recog- 
nize as  one  of  the  powers  of  the  earth  that  body-i)olitic  which,  possess- 
ing the  necessary  elements,  has,  in  fact,  become  a  new  power.  In  a 
word  the  creation  of  a  new  state  is  a  fact. 

^^To  establish  the  condition  of  things  essential  to  the  recognition  of 
this  fact,  there  must  be  a  people  occupying  a  known  territory,  united 
under  some  known  and  defined  form  of  government,  acknowledged  by 
those  subject  thereto,  in  which  the  functions  of  government  are  admin- 
istered by  usual  methods,  competent  to  mete  out  justice  to  citizens  and 
strangers,  to  afford  remedies  for  public  and  for  private  wrongs,  and 
able  to  assume  the  correlative  international  obligations,  and  capable  of 
performing  the  corresponding  international  duties  resulting  from  its 
acqnisition  of  the  rights  of  sovereignty.  A  power  should  exist  complete 
in  its  organization,  ready  to  take  and  able  to  maintain  its  place  among 
the  nations  of  the  earth. 

'<  While  conscious  that  the  insurrection  in  Cuba  has  shown  a  strength 
and  endurance  which  make  it  at  least  doubtful  whether  it  be  in  the 
power  of  Spain  to  subdue  it,  it  seems  unquestionable  that  no  such  civil 
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organization  exists  which  may  be  recognized  as  an  independent  govern- 
ment capable  of  performing  its  international  obligations  and  entitled  to 
be  treated  as  one  of  the  powers  of  the  earth.  A  recognition  under  sach 
circumstances  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  facts,  and  would  comi)el 
the  power  granting  it  soon  to  support  by  force  the  government  to  which 
it  had  really  given  its  only  claim  of  existence.  In  my  judgment,  the 
United  States  should  adhere  to  the  policy  and  the  principles  which  Lave 
heretofore  been  its  sure  and  safe  guides  in  like  contests  between  re- 
volted colonies  and  their  mother  country,  and,  acting  only  upon  the 
clearest  evidence,  should  avoid  any  possibility  of  suspicion  or  of  impu- 
tation. 

"  A.  recognition  of  the  independence  of  Cuba  being,  in  my  opinion, 
impracticable  and  indefensible,  the  question  which  next  presents  itself 
is  that  of  the  recognition  of  belligerent  rights  in  the  parties  to  the  con- 
test. 

^^  In  a  former  message  to  Congress  I  had  occasion  to  consider  this 
question,  and  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  conflict  in  Cuba,  dreadful 
and  devastating  as  were  its  incidents,  did  not  rise  to  the  fearful  dignity 
of  war.  Regarding  it  now,  after  this  lapse  of  time,  I  am  unable  to  see 
that  any  notable  success,  or  any  marked  or  real  advance  on  the  part  of 
the  insurgents,  has  essentially  changed  the  character  of  (he  contest.  It 
has  acquired  greater  age,  but  not  greater  or  more  formidable  propor- 
tions. It  is  possible  that  the  acts  of  foreign  powers,  and  even  acts  of 
Spain  herself,  of  this  very  nature,  might  be  pointed  to  in  defense  of  such 
recognition.  But  now,  as  in  its  past  history,  the  United  States  should 
carefully  avoid  the  false  lights  which  might  lead  it  into  the  mazes  of 
doubtful  law  and  of  questionable  propriety,  and  adhere  rigidly  and 
sternly  to  the  rule,  which  has  been  its  guide,  of  doing  only  that 
which  is  right  and  honest  and  of  good  report.  The  question  of  accord- 
ing or  of  withholding  rights  of  belligerency  must  be  judged,  in  every 
case,  in  view  of  the  particular  attending  facts.  Unless  justified  by 
necessity,  it  is  always,  and  justly,  regarded  as  an  unfriendl3'  act,  and 
a  gratuitous  demonstration  of  moral  support  to  the  rebellion.  It  is 
necessary,  and  it  is  required,  when  the  interests  and  rights  of  another 
Government  or  of  its  people  are  so  far  affected  by  a  pending  civil  con- 
flict as  to  require  a  definition  of  its  relations  to  the  parties  thereto. 
But  this  conflict  must  be  one  which  will  be  recognized  m  the  sense  of 
international  law  as  war.  Belligerence,  too,  is  a  fact.  The  mere  exist- 
ence of  contending  armed  bodies,  and  their  occasional  conflicts,  do  not 
constitute  war  in  the  sense  referred  to.  Applying  to  the  existing  con- 
dition of  affairs  in  Cuba  the  test  recognized  by  publicists  and  writers 
on  international  law,  and  which  have  been  observed  by  nations  of  dig- 
nity, honesty,  and  power,  when  free  from  sensitive  or  selfish  and  un- 
worthy motives,  I  fail  to  find  in  the  insurrection  the  existence  of  such 
a  substantial  political  organization,  real,  palpable,  and  manifest  to  the 
world,  having  the  forms  and  capable  of  the  ordinary  functions  of  gov- 
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erument  toward  its  own  people  and  to  other  states,  witli  courts  for  the 
sidiniuistration  of  jastice,  with  a  local  habitation,  possessing  such  organ- 
ization of  force,  such  material,  such  occupation  of  territory,  as  to  take 
the  contest  out  of  the  category  of  a  mere  rebellious  insurrection,  or 
occasional  skirmishes,  and  place  it  on  the  terrible  footing  of  war,  to 
which  a  recognition  of  belligerency  would  aim  to  elevate  it.  The  con- 
test, moreover,  is  solely  on'  laud ;  the  insurrection  has  not  i)ossessed 
itself  of  a  single  sea-port  whence  it  may  send  forth  its  flag,  nor  has  it 
any  means  of  communication  with  foreign  powers  except  through  the 
military  lines  of  its  adversaries.  No  apprehension  of  any  of  those  sud- 
den and  difficult  complications  which  a  war  ^jpon  the  ocean  is  apt  to 
precipitate  upon  the  vessels,  both  commercial  and  national,  and  upon 
the  consular  officers  of  other  powers,  calls  for  the  definition  of  their  re- 
lations to  the  parties  to  the  contest.  Gonsidered  as  a  question  of  expe- 
diency, T  regard  the  accordance  of  belligerent  rights  still  to  be^is  unwise 
and  premature,  as  I  regard  it  to  be,  at  present,  indefensible  as  a  meas- 
ure of  right.  Such  recognition  entails  upon  the  country  according  the 
rights  which  flow  from  it  difficult  and  complicated  duties,  and  requires 
the  exaction  from  the  contending  parties  of  the  strict  observance  of  their 
rights  and  obligations.  It  confers  the  right  of  search  upon  the  high 
seas  by  vessels  of  both  parties ;  it  would  subject  the  carrying  of  arms 
and  munitions  of  war,  which  now  may  be  transported  freely  and  without 
interruption  in  the  vessels  of  the  United  States,  to  detention  and  to  pos- 
sible seizure;  it  would  give  rise  to  countless  vexatious  questions,  would 
release  the  parent  Government  from  responsibility  for  acts  done  by  the 
insurgents,  and  would  invest  Spain  with  the  right  to  exercise  the  supervis- 
ion recognized  by  our  treaty  of  1795  over  our  commerce  on  the  high  seas, 
a  very  large  part  of  which,  in  its  traffic,  between  the  Atlantic  and  the  Gulf 
States,  and  between  all  of  them  and  the  States  on  the  Pacific,  passes 
through  the  waters  which  wash  the  shores  of  Cuba.  The  exercise  of  this 
supervision  could  scarce  fail  to  lead,  if  not  to  abuses,  certainly  to  collis- 
ions perilous  to  the  peaceful  relations  of  the  two  states.  There  cjun  be 
little  doubt  to  what  result  such  supervision  would  before  long  draw  this 
nation.  It  would  be  unworthy  of  the  United  States  to  inaugurate  the 
possibility  of  such  result,  by  measures  of  questionable  right  or  expe- 
diency, or  by  any  indirection.  Apart  from  any  question  of  theoretical 
right,  I  am  satisfied  that,  while  the  accordance  of  belligerent  rights  to 
the  insurgents  in  Cuba  might  give  them  a  hope,  and  an  inducement  to 
protract  the  struggle,  it  would  be  but  a  delusive  hope,  and  would  not 
remove  the  evils  which  this  Government  and  its  people  are  experien- 
cing, but  would  draw  the  United  States  into  complications  which  it  has 
waited  long  and  already  suffered  much  to  avoid.  The  recognition  of 
independence  or  of  belligerency  being  thus,  in  my  judgment,  equally 
Inadmissible,  it  remains  to  consider  what  course  shall  be  adopted  should 
the  conflict  not  soon  be  brought  to  an  end  by  acts  of  the  parties  them- 
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selves,  and  should  the  evils  which  result  therefrom,  affecting  all  nations, 
and  particularly  the  United  States,  continue. 

'^  In  such  event,  I  am  of  opinion  that  other  nations  will  be  compelled 
to  assume  the  responsibility  which  devolves  upon  them,  and  to  seriously 
consider  the  only  remaining  measures  possible,  mediation  and  interven- 
tion. Owing,  perhaps,  to  the  large  expanse  of  water  separating  the 
island  from  the  peninsula,  the  want  of  harmony  and  of  personal  sym- 
pathy between  the  inhabitants  of  the  colony  and  those  sent  thither  to 
rule  them,  and  want  of  adaptation  of  the  ancient  colonial  system  of 
Europe  to  the  present  times  and  to  the  ideas  which  the  events  of  the 
past  century  have  developed,  the  contending  parties  appear  to  have 
within  themselves  no  depository  of  common  confidence  to  suggest  wis- 
dom when  passion  and  excitement  have  their  sway,  and  to  assume  the 
part  of  peace-maker.  In  this  view,  in  the  earlier  days  of  the  con- 
test the  good  offices  of  the  United  States  as  a  mediator  were  tendered 
in  good  faith,  without  any  selfish  purpose,  in  the  interest  of  humanity 
and  in  sincere  friendship  for  both  parties,  but  were  at  the  time  declined 
by  Spain,  with  the  declaration,  nevertheless,  that  at  a  future  time  they 
would  be  indispensable.  No  intimation  has  has  been  received  that  in  the 
opinion  of  Spain  that  time  has  been  reached.  And  yet  the  strife  contin- 
ues, with  all  its  dread  horrors,  and  all  its  injuries  to  the  interests  of  the 
United  States  and  of  other  nations.  Each  party  seems  quite  capable 
of  working  great  injury  and  damage  to  the  other,  as  well  as  to  all  the 
relations  and  interests  dependent  on  the  existence  of  peace  in  the  island; 
but  they  seem  incapable  of  reaching  any  adjustment,  and  both  have 
thus  far  failed  of  achieving  any  success  whereby  one  party  shall  pos- 
&[ess  and  control  the  island  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other.  Under  these 
circumstances,  the  agency  of  others,  either  by  mediation  or  by  interven- 
tion, seems  to  be  the  only  alternative  which  must,  sooner  or  later,  be 
invoked  for  the  termination  of  the  strife.  At  the  same  time,  while  thus 
impressed,  I  do  not  at  this  time  recommend  the  adoption  of  any  meas- 
ure of  Intervention.  I  shall  be  ready  at  all  times,  and  as  the  equal 
Mend  of  both  parties,  to  respond  to  a  suggestion  that  the  good  offices 
of  the  United  States  will  be  acceptable  to  aid  in  bringing  about  a  peace 
honorable  to  both.  It  is  due  to  Spain,  so  far  as  this  Government  is 
concerned,  that  the  agency  of  a  third  power,  to  which  I  have  adverted, 
shall  be  adopted  only  as  a  last  expedient.  Had  it  been  the  desire  of  the 
United  States  to  interfere  in  the  affairs  of  Cuba,  repeated  opportunities 
for  so  doing  have  been  presented  within  the  last  few  years;  but  we  have 
remained  passive,  and  have  performed  our  whole  duty  and  all  interna- 
tional obligations  to  Spain  with  friendship,  fairness,  and  fidelity,  and 
with  a  spirit  of  patience  and  forbearance  which  negatives  every  possi- 
ble suggestion  of  desire  to  interfere  or  to  add  to  the  difficulties  with 
which  she  has  been  surrounded. 

"The  Grovernment  of  Spain  has  recently  submitted  to  our  minister  at 
Madrid  certain  proposals  which,  it  is  hoped,  ma^'  be  found  to  be  the 
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basis,  if  not  the  actual  submission,  of  terms  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  particular  griefs  of  which  this  Government  has  felt  itself  enti- 
tled to  complain.  These  proposals  have  not  yet  reached  me  in  their 
full  text.  On  their  arrival  they  will  be  taken  into  careful  examination, 
and  may,  I  hope,  lead  to  a  satisfactory  adjustment  of  the  questions  to 
which  they  refer,  and  remove  the  possibility  of  future  occurrences, 
such  as  have  given  rise  to  our  just  complaints. 

^^  It  is  understciod  also  that  renewed  efforts  are  being  made  to  intro- 
duce reforms  in  the  internal  administration  of  the  island.  Persuaded, 
however,  that  a  proper  regard  for  the  interests  of  the  United  States 
and  of  its  citizens  entitle  it  to  relief  from  t^e  strain  to  which  it  has 
been  subjected  by  the  difficulties  of  the  questions  and  the  wrongs  and 
losses  which  arise  from  the  contest  in  Cuba,  and  that  the  interests  of 
humanity  itself  demand  the  cessation  of  the  strife  before  the  whole 
island  shall  be  laid  waste  and  larger  sacrifices  of  life  be  made,  I  shall 
feel  it  my  duty,  should  my  hopes  of  a  satisfactory  adjustment  and  of 
the  early  restoration  of  peace  and  the  removal  of  future  causes  of  com- 
plaint be  unhappily  disappointed,  to  make  a  further  communication  to 
Congress  at  some  period  not  far  remote,  and  during  the  present  ses- 
sion, recommending  what  may  then  seem  to  me  to  be  necessary.'' 

PreBtdent  Grant,  Seveuth  Annual  Message,  1875. 

^^  It  is  proper  to  state,  in  this  connection,  that  Instruction  266  was 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Governments  of  France,  Germany, 
Bussia,  Italy,  and  Austria,  although  not  precisely  in  the  same  terms  in 
which  it  was  communicated  to  the  Government  of  Great  Britain,  and 
the  suggestion  was  made  that  should  these  Governments,  in  view  of 
the  statements  in  Instruction  266,  which  had  been  communicated  to 
the  Spanish  Government,  see  fit  to  urge  upon  Spain  the  necessity  of 
abandoning  or  terminating  the  contest  in  Cuba,  such  course  would  be 
satisfactory  to  this  Government,  and  conducive  to  the  Interests  of  all 
commercial  nations. 

*' Information  has  been  received  by  telegraph  that  Germany,  Eussia, 
and  Italy  have  instructed  their  representatives  at  Madrid  to  urge  upon 
the  Spanish  Government  the  wisdom  of  restoring  peace  to  Cuba. 

"You  will  also  perceive,  from  Mr.  Hitt's  dispatch,  that  the  Duke 
Decazes  contemplated  consulting  the  Government  of  Great  Britain 
before  deciding  on  the  course  which  France  should  adopt.  The  De- 
partment is  not  advised  whether  any  such  conference  has  been  had,  nor 
as  to  the  conclusion  which  the  Duke  Decazes  may  have  reached.  An 
instruction  has,  however,  been  addressed  to  Mr.  Hitt,  on  that  subject. 

**  It  is  proper  also  to  say  that  the  note  of  the  15th  of  November, 
fi*om  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs  of  Spain,  in  reference  to  the  partic- 
ular reclamations  of  the  United  States,  while  it  holds  out  hopes  of  an 
adjustment  of  our  particular  griefs,  at  the  same  time  makes  it  neces- 
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sary  to  obtain  iuformatiou  od  several  points,  and  renders  considerable 
delay  in  reaching  any  couclasion  necessary. 

'*  Under  these  circumstances,  and  as  certain  of  the  European  Gov- 
ernments have  issued  instructions  to  their  representatives  on  the  ques- 
tion, it  is  hoped  that  no  misapprehension  exists  on  the  part  of  the  Brit- 
ish  Government  to  delay  instructions  which  it  may  be  willing  to  give, 
as  suggested  in  my  No.  805  to  you,  supporting  the  views  of  this  Gov- 
ernment as  to  the  necessity  of  ending  the  contest  in  Cuba." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Schenok,  Jan.  11,  1876.    MSS.  Inst.,  Gr.  Brit. 

The  expression  to  Spain  by  the  United  States,  in  connection  with 
other  powers,  of  a  desire  that  the  civil  war  in  Cuba  should  be  brought 
to  a  close,  without,  however,  taking  any  decided  steps  of  interference, 
it  being  understood  that  the  United  States  ^^  neither  sought  nor  desired 
any  physical  force  or  pressure,  but  simply  the  moral  influence  of  con- 
currence of  opinion  as  to  the  protraction  of  the  contest,'^  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  traditions  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Davis,  Jan.  20,  1876.    MSS.  Inst.,  Germ.     See  as  to 

joint  interposition  in  South  American  wars,  Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr. 

White,  July,  1879,  iHd.   And  see  infra,  }$  72,  102. 
As  to  suggestions  to  Spain  in  reference  to  restoration  of  order  and  prosperity 

in  Cuba,  see  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cnshing,  Mar.  1,  1876.     MSS. 

Inst.,  Spain. 
As  to  United  States  iDtervention  in  Cuba,  see  same  to  same.  Mar.  22,  1876,  ibid. 

"Another  year  has  passed  without  bringing  to  a  close  the  protracted 
contest  between  the  Spanish  Government  and  the  insurrection  in  the 
Island  of  Cuba.  While  the  United  States  have  sedulously  abstained 
from  any  intervention  in  this  contest,  it  is  impossible  not  to  feel  that  it 
is  attended  with  incidents  affecting  the  rights  and  interests  of  American 
citizens.  Apart  from  the  effect  of  the  hostilities  upon  trade  between 
the  United  States  and  Cuba,  their  progress  is  inevitably  accompanied 
by  complaints,  having  more  or  less  foundation,  of  searches,  arrests;  em- 
bargoes, and  oppressive  taxes  upon  the  property  of  American  residents, 
and  of  unprovoked  interference  with  American  vessels  and  commerce. 
It  is  due  to  the  Government  of  Spain  to  say  that  during  the  past  year 
it  has  promptly  disavowed  and  offered  reparation  for  any  unauthorized 
acts  of  unduly  zealous  subordinates  whenever  such  acts  have  been 
brought  to  its  attention.  Nevertheless,  such  occurrences  cannot  but 
tend  to  excite  feelings  of  annoyance,  suspicion,  and  resentment,  which 
are  greatly  to  be  deprecated,  between  the  respective  subjects  and  citi- 
zens of  two  friendly  powers.*' 

President  Hayes,  First  Annual  Message,  1877. 

"This  Government  has  more  than  once  been  called  upon  of  late  to 
take  action  in  fulfillment  of  its  international  obligations  toward  Spain. 
Agitation  in  the  Island  of  Cuba  hostile  to  the  Spanish  Grown  having 
been  fomented  by  persons  abusing  the  sacred  rights  of  hospitality  which 

410 


CHAP,  in.]  SAN   DOMINaO   AND   HAYTL  [§61. 

oar  territory  affords,  the  officers  of  this  Government  have  been  instructed 
to  exercise  vigilance  to  prevent  infractions  of  our  neutrality  laws  at 
Key  West  and  at  other  points  near  the  Cuban  coast.  I  am  happy  to  say 
that  in  the  only  instance  where  these  precautionary  measures  were  suc- 
cessfully eluded,  the  offenders,  when  found  in  our  territory,  were  subse- 
quently tried  and  convicted.'^ 

President  Arthur,  Fourth  Annual  Message,  1884. 

The  following  citations  are  taken  from  the  list  of  papers  concerning  foreign  relations 
attached  to  the  register  of  th(i  Department  of  State : 

Neutrality  between  Spain  and  Cuba.  Resolution  requesting  the  Presideut  to 
issue  a  neutrality  proclamation  containing  the  same  provisions  as  that  issued 
by  Spain  in  1861  on  the  occasion  of  the  outbreak  of  the  civil  war  in  United 
states.  January  10,  1876.  (S.  Mis.  Doc.  29,  Forty-fourth  Congress,  first  ses- 
sion.) 

Intervention  of  foreign  powera  proposed  by  the  United  States  to  restore  order  in 
Cuba ;  condition  of  affairs  in  ;  correspondence  resjiecting  the  trial  of  General 
Juan  Burriel  for  the  massacre  of  the  passengers  and  crew  of  the  Virginias. 
President's  message.  January  21, 1876.  (H.  Ex.  Doc.  90,  Forty-fourth  Con- 
gress, first  session.)    As  to  the  Yirginius,  see  infray  $  327. 

Cuban  insurrection.  Terms  and  conditions  upon  which  the  surrender  of  the  in- 
surgents has  been  made.  President's  message.  May  14,  1878.  (S.  Ex.  Doc. 
79.    Forty-fifth  Congress,  second  session.) 

Certain  diplomatic  correspondence  with  Spain  in  1876,  in  cases  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  condemned  to  deatji  in  Cuba.  President's  message.  May  3, 
1882.    (S.  Ex.  Doc.  165,  Forty-seventh  Congress,  first  session.) 

Cuba  and  Purto  Rico.  Discriminating  duties  on  commerce  between  the  United 
States  and.  PrcHident's  message,  transmitting  report  from  the  Secretary  of 
State.  January  15,  1684.  (S.  Ex.  Doc.  58,  Forty-eighth  Congress,  first  ses- 
sion.)— January  30,  1884.    Part  2,  additional  papers. 

An  elaborate  exposition  of  the  relations  of  the  United  States  to  Cuba  down  to 
1668,  is  given  in  Mr.  W.  B.  Lawrence's  Com.  sur  droit  int.,  ii,316^. 

(4)  8an  Domingo  and  Hatti. 
§61. 

"  It  is  not  deemed  anreasonable  on  the  part  of  the  Government  of 
Hayti  that  it  shoald  ask  leading  maritime  states  to  guarantee  their  sov- 
ereignty over  ISamana.  The  Government  of  Hayti  very  properly  con- 
sults the  United  States  Government  with  reference  to  such  a  guarantee. 
The  President  is  gratified  also  that  the  Haytian  Government  has  sub- 
mitted 1*5  views  in  a  prc^per  spirit  to  Great  Britain.  Nevertheless,  the 
question  unavoidably  calls  up  that  ancient  and  settled  policy  of  the 
United  States  which  disinclines  them  to  the  constituting  of  political 
alliances  with  foreign  states,  and  especially  disinclines  them  to  engage- 
ments with  foreign  states  in  regard  to  subjects  which  do  not  fall  within 
the  range  of  necessary  and  immediate  domestic  legislation.  This  policy 
would  oblige  the  United  States  to  refrain  from  making  such  a  guarantee 
as  Hayti  desires,  but  disclaiming  for  themselves  all  purpose  or  desire 
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to  disturb  the  peace  aud  secarity  of  Hayti,  the  UiiitecF  States  would  be 
gratified  if  Great  Britain  and  other  maritime  states  should  see  fit  to 
regard  the  wish  of  the  Government  of  Hayti  in  the  same  spirit  of  justice 
and  magnanimity." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec   of  State,  to  Mr.  Bruce,  Aug.  15,  1865.    MSS.  Notes,  Gr.  Brit. 

It  is  against  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  interfere  in  contests 
between  the  titular  Government  of  Hayti  and  insurgents. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bassett,  Oct.  13,  1869.  MSS.  Inst.,  Hayti.  Same 
to  same,  Mar.  26,  1873.  See  Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Roberts, 
Aug.  21, 1885.    MSS.  Inst.,  Chili. 

^'  During  the  last  session  of  Congress  a  treaty  for  the  annexation  of 
the  Republic  of  San  Domingo  to  the  United  States  failed  to  receive  the 
requisite  two-thirds  vote  of  the  Senate.  I  was  thoroughly  convinced 
then  that  the  best  interests  of  this  country,  commercially  and  materially, 
demanded  its  ratification.  Time  has  only  confiLrmed  me  in  this  view.  I 
now  firmly  believe  tbat  the  moment  it  is  known  that  the  United  States 
have  entirely  abandoned  the  project  of  accepting,  as  a  part  of  its  terri- 
tory, the  island  of  San  Domingo,  a  free  port  will  be  negotiated  for  by 
European  nations  in  the  Bay  of  Samana.  A  large  commercial  dty 
will  spring  up,  to  which  we  will  be  tributary  without  receiving  corre- 
sponding benefits,  and  then  will  be  seen  the  folly  of  our  rejecting  so  great 
a  prize.  The  Government  of  San  Domingo  has  voluntarily  sought  this 
annexation.  It  is  a  weak  power,  numbering  probably  less  than  120,000 
souls,,  and  yet  possessing  one  of  the  richest  territories  under  the  sun, 
capable  of  supporting  a  population  of  10,000,000  of  people  in  luxury. 
The  people  of  San  Domingo  are  not  capable  of  maintaining  themselves 
in  their  present  condition,  and  must  look  for  outside  support.  They 
yearn  for  the  protection  of  our  &ee  institutions  and  laws — our  progress 
and  civilization.    Shall  we  refuse  them  t 

^^  The  acquisition  of  San  Domingo  is  desirable  because  of  its  geo- 
graphical position.  It  commands  the  entrance  to  the  Garibbean  Sea  and 
the  Isthmus  transit  of  commerce.  It  possesses  the  richest  soil,  best 
and  most  capacious  harbors,  most  salubrious  climate,  and  the  most  val- 
uable products  of  the  forest,  mine,  and  soil  of  any  of  the  West  India 
Islands.  Its  possession  by  us  will  in  a  few  years  build  up  a  coastwise 
commerce  of  immense  magnitude,  which  will  go  far  toward  restoring  to 
us  our  lost  merchant  marine.  It  will  give  to  us  those  articles  which  we 
consume  so  largely  and  do  not  produce,  thus  equalizing  our  exports  and 
imports.  In  case  of  foreign  war  it  will  give  us  command  of  all  the 
islands  referred  to,  and  thus  prevent  an  enemy  from  ever  again  possess- 
ing himself  of  rendezvous  upon  our  very  coast.  At  present  our  coast 
trade  between  the  Stated  bordering  on  the  Atlantic  and  those  border- 
ing on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  is  cut  into  by  the  Bahamas  and  the  Antilles. 
Twice  we  must,  as  it  were,  pa>ss  through  foreign  countries  to  get  by  sea 
from  Georgia  to  the  west  coast  of  Florida. 
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^^  San  Domingo,  with  a  stable  Government  under  which  her  immense 
resoarces  can  be  developed,  will  give  remunerative  wages  to  tens  of 
thousands  of  laborers  not  now  upon  the  island.  This  labor  will  take 
advantage  of  every  available  means  of  transportation  to  abandon  the 
a(ljacent  islands  and  seek  the  blessings  of  freedom  and  its  sequence— 
each  inhabitant  receiving  the  reward  of  his  own  labor.  Porto  Eico  and 
Cuba  will  have  to  abolish  slavery,  as  a  measure  of  self-preservation,  to 
retain  their  laborers. 

^^San  Domingo  will  become  a  large  consumer  of  the  products  of 
Northern  farms  and  manufactories.  The  cheap  rate  at  which  her  citi- 
zens can  be  furnished  with  food,  tools,  and  machinery  will  make  it 
necessary  that  contiguous  islands  should  have  the  same  advantages  in 
order  to  compete  in  the  production  of  sugar,  coffee,  tobacco,  tropical 
fruits,  &c.  This  will  open  to  us  a  still  wider  market  for  our  products. 
The  production  of  our  own  supply  of  these  articles  will  cut  off  more 
than  one  hundred  millions  of  our  annual  imports,  besides  largely  in- 
creasing our  exports.  With  such  a  picture  it  i%  easy  to  see  how  our 
large  debt  abroad  is  ultimately  to  be  extinguished.  With  a  balance  of 
trade  against  us  (including  interest  on  bonds  held  by  foreigners  and 
money  spent  by  our  citizens  traveling  in  foreign  lands)  equal  to  the  en- 
tire yield  of  the  precious  metals  in  this  country,  it  is  not  so  easy  to  see 
how  this  result  is  to  be  otherwise  accomplished. 

<<The  acquisition  of  San  Domingo  is  an  adherence  to  the  'Monroe 
doctrine' ;  it  is  a  measure  of  national  protection ;  it  is  asserting  our 
just  claim  to  a  controlling  influence  over  the  great  commercial  traffic 
soon  to  flow  from  west  to  east  by  way  of  the  Isthmus  of  Darien;  it  is 
4o  build  up  our  merchant  marine;  it  is  to  furnish  new  markets  for  the 
products  of  our  farms,  shops,  and  manufactories ;  it  is  to  make  slavery 
insupportable  in  Cuba  and  Porto  Eico  at  once,  and  ultimately  so  in 
Brazil ;  it  is  to  settle  the  unhappy  condition  of  Cuba  and  end  an  exter- 
minating conflict ;  it  is  to  provide  honest  means  of  paying  our  honest 
debts  without  overtaxing  the  people }  it  is  to  furnish  our  citizens  with 
the  necessaries  of  every -day  life  at  cheaper  rates  than  ever  before ;  and 
it  is,  in  fine,  a  rapid  stride  toward  that  greatness  which  the  intelligence, 
industry,  and  enterprise  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  entitle  this 
country  to  assume  among  nations. 

"  In  view  of  the  importance  of  this  question,  I  earnestly  urge  upon  Con- 
gress early  action  expressive  of  its  views  as  to  the  best  means  of  acquir- 
ing San  Domingo.  My  suggestion  is  that,  by  joint  resolution  of  the  two 
houses  of  Congress,  the  Executive  be  authorized  to  appoint  a  commis- 
sion to  negotiate  a  treaty  with  the  authorities  of  San  Domingo  for  the 
acquisition  of  that  island,  and  that  an  appropriation  be  made  to  defray 
the  expenses  of  such  commission.  The  question  may  then  be  deter- 
mined, either  by  the  action  of  the  Senate  upon  the  treaty,  or  the  joint 
action  of  the  two  houses  of  Congress  upon  a  resolution  of  annexation, 
as  in  the  case  of  the  acquisition  of  Texas.    So  convinced  am  I  of  the 
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advantages  to  flow  from  the  acqaisition  of  Sau  DomiDgo,  and  of  the 
great  disadvantages — I  might  almost  say  calamities — to  flow  from  nou- 
acqaisition,  that  I  believe  the  subject  has  only  to  be  investigated  to  be 
approved.'^ 

President  Grant,  Second  Annaal  Message,  1870. 

According  to  Mr.  Blaine  (2  Twenty  Years  in  Congress,  458,  461),  the 
negotiation  for  the  annexation  of  the  Dominican  Bepablic  was  opened 
at  the  request  of  the  authorities  of  San  Domingo,  and  it  began  about 
three  months  after  the  President's  inauguration.  "  In  July  General  O. 
E.  Babcock,  one  of  the  President's  private  secretaries,  was  dispatched 
to  San  Domingo  upon  an  errand  of  which  the  public  knew  nothing.  He 
bore  a  letter  of  instructions  from  Secretary  Fish,  apparently  limiting 
the  mission  to  an  inqoirv  into  the  condition,  prospects,  and  resources  of 
the  island.  From  its  tenor  the  negotiation  of  a  treaty  was  not  at  that 
time  anticipated  by  the  State  Department.  General  Babcock's  mis- 
sion finally  resulted,  however, in  a  treaty  for  the  annexation  of  the  Re- 
public of  Dominica,  and  a  convention  tor  the  lease  of  the  bay  and  pen- 
insula of  Samana — separately  negotiated,  and  both  concluded  on  the 
29th  of  November,  ft69.  The  territory  included  in  the  Dominican 
Eepublic  is  the  eastern  portion  of  the  island  of  San  Domingo,  originally 
known  as  Hispaniola.  It  embraces,  perhaps^  two-thirds  of  the  whole. 
The  western  part  forms  the  Republic  of  Hayti.  With  the  exception  of 
Cuba,  the  island  is  the  largest  of  the  West  India  group.  The  total  area  is 
about  28,000  square  miles — equivalent  to  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire, 
Vermont,  and  Rhode  Island  combined.  President  Grant  placed  extrav- 
agant estimates  upon  the  value  of  the  territory  which  he  supposed  was 
now  acquired  under  the  Babcock  treaties.  In  his  message  to  Congress 
he  expressed  the  belief  that  the  island  would  yield  to  the  United  States 
all  the  sugar,  coflfee,  tobacco,  and  other  tropical  products  which  the 
country  wquUI  consume.  '  The  production  of  our  supply  of  these  ar- 
ticles '  said  the  President,  '  will  cut  off  more  than  $100,000,000  of  our 
annual  imports,  besides  largely  increasing  our  exports.'  ♦  ♦  ♦  '  It  is 
easy'  he  went  on  to  say,  '  to  see  how  our  large  debt  abroad  (after  such 
an  annexation)  is  ultimately  to  be  extinguished.'  He  maintained  that 
*the  acquisition  of  San  Domingo  will  furnish  our  citizens  with  the  neces- 
saries of  every-day  life  at  cheaper  rates  than  ever  before,  and  it  is  in 
fine  a  rapid  stride  towards  that  greatness  which  the  intelligence,  indus- 
try, and  enterprise  of  our  citizens  entitle  this  country  to  assume  among 
nations.'" 

The  treaty  was  rejected  by  the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  28  to  28.  This, 
however,  did  not  cause  the  withdrawal  of  the  projects  by  the  Presidelit. 
In  his  annual  message  of  the  succeeding  December  he  reiterated  his 
belief  in  terms  quoted  above. 

*'  The  subject,"  so  Mr.  Blaine  states, "  at  once  led  to  discussion  in  both 
branches  of  Congress,  in  rzhich  the  hostility  to  the  scheme  on  the  part 
of  some  leading  men  assumed  the  tone  of  personal  exasperation  towards 
General  Gran  t.  So  intense  was  the  opposition  that  the  President's  friends 
in  the  Senate  did  not  deem  it  prudent  even  to  discuss  the  measure  which 
he  recommended.  As  the  best  that  could  be  done,  Mr.  Morton,  of  Indiana, 
introduced  a  resolution  empowering  the  President  to  appoint  three  com- 
missioners to  proceed  to  San  Domingo  and  make  certain  inquiries  into  the 
political  condition  of  the  island,  and  also  into  its  agricultural  and  commer- 
cial value.  The  commissioners  were  to  have  no  compensation.  Their  ex- 
penses were  to  be  paid,  and  a  secretary  was  to  be  provided.    Even  in 
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this  mild  shape,  the  resolution  was  hotly  opposed.  It  was  finally  adopted 
by  the  Senate,  but  when  it  reached  the  House,  that  body  refused  to  con- 
cur, except  with  a  proviso  that  nothiug  in  this  resolution  shall  be  held, 
understood,  or  construed  as  committing  Congress  to  the  policy  of  an- 
nexing San  Domingo.  The  Senate  concurred  in  the  condition  thus 
attached,  and  the  President  approved  it.  It  was  plain  that  the  Presi- 
dent could  not  carry  the  annexation  scheme,  but  he  courted  a  searching 
investigation  in  order  that  the  course  he  had  pursued  might  be  vindicated 
by  the  well  considered  judgment  of  impartial  men.  The  President's 
selections  for  the  commission  were  wisely  made.  Benjamin  F.  Wade, 
of  Ohio,  Andrew  D.  White,  of  New  York,  and  Samuel  G.  Howe,  of 
Massachusetts,  were  men  entitled  to  the  highest  respect,  aud  their  con- 
clusions, based  on  intelligent  investigation,  would  exert  large  influ- 
ence upon  public  opinion.  The  commission  at  ouce  visited  the  island 
(carried  thither  on  a  United  States  vessel  of  war),  made  a  thorough  ex- 
amination of  all  its  resources,  held  conferences  with  its  leading  citizens, 
and  concluded  that  the  policy  recommended  by  General  Grant  should 
be  sustained.  The  commissioners  corroborated  General  Grant's  asser- 
tion that  the  island  could  supply  the  United  States  with  sugar,  coffee, 
and  other  tropical  products  needed  for  our  consumption ;  and  they  up- 
held the  President  in  his  belief  that  the  possession  of  the  island  by  the 
United  States  would  by  the  laws  of  trade  make  slave  labor  in  the  neigh- 
boring islands  unprofitable,  and  render  the  whole  slave  and  caste  sys- 
tems odious.  In  communicating  the  report,  the  President  made  some  re 
marks  which  had  a  personal  bearing.  ^  The  mere  rejection  by  the  Senate 
of  a  treaty  negotiated  by  the  President,'  said  he,  'only  indicates  » differ- 
ence of  opinion  among  different  departments  of  the  Government,  with- 
out touching  the  character  or  wounding  the  pride  of  either.  But  when 
such  rejection  takes  place  simultaneously  with  the  charges  openly  made 
of  corruption  on  the  part  of  the  President,  or  of  those  employed  by  him, 
the  case  is  different.  Indeed,  in  such  case,  the  honor  of  the  nation  de- 
mands investigation.  This  has  been  accomplished  by  the  report  of  the 
commissioners,  herewith  transmitted,  and  which  fully  vindicates  the 
purity  of  motives  and  action  of  those  who  represented  the  United  States 
in  the  negotiation.  And  now  my  task  is  finished,  and  with  it  ends  all  per- 
sonal solicitude  on  the  subject.  My  duty  being  done,  yours  begins,  and 
I  gladly  hand  over  the  whole  matter  to  the  judgment  of  the  American 
peopljB,  and  of  their  representatives  in  Congress  assembled.'  The 
pointed  remarks  of  the  President  were  understood  as  referring  to  the 
speech  made  by  Mr.  Sumner  when  the  resolution  for  the  appointment 
of  the  commission  was  pending  before  the  Senate.  •  •  •  No  further 
attempt  was  made  by  the  President  to  urge  the  acquisition  of  San 
Domingo  upon  Congress.  It  was  evident  that  neither  the  Senate  nor 
House  could  be  induced  to  approve  the  scheme,  and  the  Administration 
was  necessarily  compelled  to  abandon  it.  But  defeat  did  not  change 
General  Grant's  view  of  the  question.  He  held  to  his  belief  in  its  expe- 
diency and  value  ^ith  characteristic  tenacity. 

''In  his  last  annual  message  to  Congress  (December,  1876),  nearly  six 
years  after  the  controversy  had  clos^,  he  recurred  to  the  subject,  to 
record  once  more  his  approval  of  it.  'If  my  view,'  said  he,  'had  been 
concurred  in,  the  country  would  be  in  a  more  prosperous  condition  to- 
day, both  politically  and  financially.'  He  then  proceeded  to  restate  the 
question,  and  to  sustain  it  with  the  arguments  which  he  had  presented 
to  Congress  in  1870  and  1871.    His  last  words  were,  'I  do  not  present 
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these  views  dow  as  a  recommendatiou  for  a  renewal  of  the  subject  of 
aoDexation,  but  I  do  refer  to  it  to  vindicate  my  previous  action  in 
respect  to  it.' " 

Ab  to  coDvention  with  Dominican  Bepablic  for  lease  of*  peninsula  and  bay 
of  Samana,  see  Bir.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Bir.  Pojol,  Jan.  10, 1868.  M8S. 
Notes,  Dom.  Rep.  Same  to  same,  Jan.  20,  1868,  Jan.  28,  18()8.  Mr.  Evaits, 
Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Delmoute,  Feb.  19, 1880,  ibid. 

Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  34,  41st  Cong.,  3d  sess.,  gives  President  Grant's  message  of 
Feb.  7,  1871,  forwarding  correspondence  in  respect  to  the  prior  negotiations 
as  to  San  Domingo. 

The  message  of  President  Grant  of  Apr.  5,  1871,  communicating  the  report  of 
the  coomiission  of  inquiry  to  the  island  of  San  Domingo,  is  given  in  Senate 
Ex.  Doc.  No.  9,  42d  Cong.,  2d  sess.  See  also  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  35,  42d 
Cong.,  1st  sess.  Other  papers  relative  to  snch  annexation  are  in  Senate  Ex. 
Doc.  No.  17,  41st  Cong.,  3d  sess. ;  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  42, 41st  Cong.,  3d  sess. 

(6)  DAinsH  West  Inddbs. 
§61a. 

There  is  no  printed  executive  snmmary  of  the  negotiations  for  tJie 
Danish  West  Indies. 

So  far  as  can  be  learned  from  the  archives  of  this  Department,  nego- 
tiations were  commenced  by  Mr.  Seward,  Secretary  of  State,  on  July  17, 
1866,b;v  a  note  to  the  Danish  minister,  General  Raasloff,  offering  $5,000,000 
gold  for  the  three  islands  to  be  delivered,  with  all  fixed  public  property 
therein,  without  conditions  or  incumbrances.  General  Baasloff  having 
shortly  afterwards  returned  to  Denmark  to  accept  lihe  ministry  of  war, 
the  negotiations  were  transferred  to  Copenhagen,  where  they  were  con- 
ducted by  Mr.  Yeaman,  our  minister  there,  on  our  part,  and  for  the  Dan- 
ish Government,  by  Count  Frijs,  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  and  General 
Eaasloff.  No  counter-proposal  was  made  until  May  17,  1867,  by  the 
Danish  Government.  Then  Count  Frijs  told  Mr.  Yeaman  that  Den- 
mark expected  $15,000,000  gold  for  the  three  islands,  and  that  it 
would  not  cede  them  withoat  the  consent  of  the  inhabitants;  but  that 
as  his  Government  could  not  dispose  of  Santa  Cruz  without  the  con- 
sent of  France,  he  was  willing  to  cede  St.  Thomas  and  St.  John  for 
$  1 0,000,000  gold,  and  to  treat  separately  as  to  Santa  Crnz. 

On  May  27, 1867,  Mr.  Seward  sent  Mr.  Yeaman  the  draft  of  a  con- 
vention such  as  he  desired.  In  it  he  offered  $7,500,000  for  the  three 
islands  on  the  conditions  above  stated.  And  in  addition  he  instructed 
Mr.  Yeaman  that  in  no  case  was  a  stipulation  for  the  consent  of  the  in- 
habitants to  be  inserted  in  the  convention ;  that  permission  would  be 
granted  them  to  leave  the  island  at  any  time  within  two  years  after  the 
United  States  took  possession  of  it,  if  they  preferred  their  original  alle- 
giance to  that  of  the  United  States;  and  that  the  convention  must  be 
ratified  on  or  before  August  4, 1867. 

These  terms  not  proving  acceptable  to  Denmark,  the  negotiations 
were  prolonged  until  finally  Mr.  Seward  gave  up  the  attempt  to  fix  the 
date  of  ratification,  concurred  in  a  stipulation  in  the  convention  for  the 
consent  of  the  inhabitants,  and  offered  $7,500,000  for  St.  Thomas  and 
St.  John. 

On  this  basis  a  treaty  was  concluded  on  October  25, 1867.  This  was 
promptly  ratified  by  Denmark,  but  the  Unit-ed  States  Senate  delayed 
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action  on  it,  and  finally  rejected  it  in  the  session  of  1868,  as  appears  by 
the  records  of  the  Department  of  State« 

As  to  negotiatioDB  for  ceseioD  to  tho  United  States  of  the  Danish  West  India 
Islands,  see  more  fully  Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Teaman,  May  27, 
1867;  Sept.  23,  1867/.    MSS.  Inst.,  Denmark. 

"Penmark  had  no  particular  desire  to  sell  to  the  United  States,  but 
was  persuaded  to  do  so.  The  inhabitants  of  the  islands  had  already 
voted  to  accept  tho  United  States  as  their  sovereign.  The  late  Mr. 
Charles  Sumner,  then  chairman  of  the  committee  on  foreign  relations 
of  the  Senate,  who  was  engaged  in  a  personal  quarrel  with  the  admin- 
istration, simply  refused  to  report  back  the  treaty  to  the  Senate,  and 
he  was  supported  by  a  sufficient  number  of  his  committee  and  of  Sen- 
ators to  enable  the  matter  to  be  left  in  this  position.  It  required  new 
nej^otiations  to  prolong  the  term  of  ratification,  and  it  was  with  great 
difficulty  that  in  a  subsequent  session  the  treaty  was  finally  brought 
before  the  Senate  and  rejected.  As  may  be  imagined,  our  friendly  re- 
lations with  Denmark  were  considerably  impaired  by  this  method  of 
doing  business." 

Schayler's  Am.  Diplomacy,  23  jf. 

(6)  Hawaii  (SAin>wiCH  Islands). 

§62. 

'<  The  United  States  have  regarded  the  existing  authorities  in  the 
Sandwich  Islands  as  a  Government  suited  to  the  condition  of  the  peo- 
ple, and  resting  on  their  own  choice;  and  the  President  is  of  opinion 
that  the  ititerests  of  all  commercial  nations  require  that  that  Govern- 
ment should  nob  be  interfered  with  by  foreign  powers.  Of  the  vessels 
which  visit  the  islands,  it  is  known  that  the  great  majority  belong  to 
the  United  States.  The  United  States,  therefore,  are  more  interested 
in  the  fate  of  the  islands  and  of  their  Government  than  any  other  na- 
tion can  be;  and  this  consideration  induces  the  President  to  be  quite 
willing  to  declare,  as  the  sense  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
that  the  Government  of  the  Sandwich  Islands  ought  to  be  respected; 
that  no  power  ought  either  to  take  possession  of  the  islands  as  a  con- 
quest or  for  the  purpose  of  colonization,  and  that  no  power  ought  to 
seek  for  any  undue  control  over  the  existing  Government,  or  any  ex- 
clusive privileges  or  preferences  with  it  in  matters  of  commerce." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Messrs.  Haalilio  and  Richards,  Dec.  19,  1842.  6 
Webster's  Works,  478. 

"Owing  to  their  locality  and  to  the  course  of  the  winds  which  prevail 
in  this  quarter  of  the  world,  the  Sandwich  Islands  are  the  stopping 
place  for  almost  all  vessels  passing  from  continent  to  continent  across 
tho  Pacific  Ocean.  They  are  especially  resorted  to  by  the  great  num- 
bers of  vessels  of  the  United  States  which  are  engaged  in  the  whale- 
fisherv  in  those  seas.  The  number  of  vessels  of  all  sorts  and  the 
amount  of  property  owned  by  citizens  of  the  United  States  which  are 
found  in  those  islands  in  the  course  of  a  year  are  stated,  probably  with 
sufficient  accuracy,  in  the  letter  of  the  agents. 
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^^Just  emerging  from  a  state  of  barbarism,  the  Government  of  the 
islands  is  as  yet  feeble;  but  its  dispositions  appear  to  be  just  and 
pacific,  and  it  seems  anxious  to  improve  the  condition  of  its  people  by 
the  introduction  of  knowledge,  of  religious  and  moral  institutions, 
means  of  education,  and  the  arts  of  civilized  life. 

"It  cannot  but  be  in  conformity  with  the  interest  and  the  wishes  of 
the  Government  and  the  people  of  the  United  States  that  this  com- 
munity, thus  existing  in  the  midst  of  a  vast  expanse  of  ocean,  should  be 
respected,  and  all  its  rights  strictly  and  conscientiously  regarded.  And 
Jhis  must  also  be  the  true  interest  of  all  other  commercial  states.  Far 
remote  from  the  dominions  of  European  powers,  its  growth  and  pros- 
perity as  an  independent  state  may  yet  be  in  a  high  degree  useful  to 
all  whose  trade  is  extended  to  those  regions,  while  its  nearer  approach 
to  this  continent  and  the  intercourse  which  American  vessels  have  with 
it,  such  vessels  constituting  five-sixths  of  all  which  annually  visit  it, 
could  not  but  create  dissatisfaction  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  at 
any  att*'mi»t  by  another  power,  should  such  an  attempt  be  threatened 
or  feared,  to  take  possession  of  the  islands,  colonize  them,  and  subvert 
the  native  Government.  Considering,  therefore,  that  the  United  States 
possess  so  very  large  a  share  in  the  intercourse  with  those  islands,  it  is 
deemed  not  unfit  to  make  the  declaration  that  their  Government  seeks, 
nevertheless,  no  peculiar  advantages,  no  exclusive  control  over  the 
Hawaiian  Government,  but  is  content  with  its  independent  existence, 
and  anxiously  wishes  for  its  security  and  prosperity.  Its  forbearance 
in  this  respect,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  very  large  intercourse 
which  American  vessels  have  with  the  islands,  would  justify  this  Gov- 
ernment, should  events  hereafter  arise  to  require  it,  in  making  a  decided 
remonstrance  against  the  adoption  of  an  opposite  policy  by  atiy  other 
power.  Under  the  circumstances,  I  recommend  to  Congress  to  provide 
for  a  moderate  allowance,  to  be  made  out  of  the  Treasury,  to  the  consul 
residing  there,  that,  in  a  Government  so  new  and  a  country  so  remote, 
American  citizens  may  have  respectable  authority  to  which  to  apply  for 
redress  in  case  of  injury  to  their  persons  and  property,  and  to  whom 
the  Government  of  the  country  may  also  make  known  any  acts  com- 
mitted by  American  citizens  of  which  it  may  think  it  has  a  right  to 
complain.^ 

Megaage  of  President  Tyler,  Dec.  30,  1842.    6  Webster's  Works,  463-*4.    See 
House  £x.  Doc.  No.  35,  27tli  Cong.,  3d  sess. 

The  Hawaiian  Islands  bear  such  peculiar  relations  to  ourselves  that 
"we  might  even  feel  justified,  consistently  with  our  own  principles,  in 
interfering  by  force  to  prevent  their  falling  (by  conquest)  into  the  hands 
of  one  of  the  great  powers  of  Europe." 

Mr.  Legar^,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Everett,  Jnne  13, 1843.  MSS.  Inst,  Or.  Brit.  Hee 
also  Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Buchanan,  >Iar.  11, 1653.  MSS.  Inst., 
Gr.  Brit. 
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**The  Department  will  be  slow  to  believe  that  the  French  have  any 
intention  to  adopt  with  reference  to  the  Sandwich  Islands  the  same  policy 
which  they  have  pursued  in  regard  to  Tahiti.  If,  however,  in  your  judg- 
ment, it  should  be  warranted  by  circumstances,  you  may  take  a  proper 
opportunity  to  intimate  to  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs  of  France, 
that  the  situation  of  the  Sandwich  Islands  in  respects  to  our  possessions 
on  the  Pacific,  and  the  bonds,  commercial  and  of  other  descriptions,  be- 
tween them  and  the  United  States  are  such  that  we  could  never  with 
indifference  allow  them  to  pass  under  the  dominion  or  exclusive  control 
of  any  other  power.  We  do  not  ourselves  covet  sovereignty  over  them. 
We  would  be  content  that  they  should  remain  under  their  present  rulers, 
who,  we  believe,  are  disposed  to  be  just  and  impartial  in  their  dealings 
with  all  nations." 

Mr.  Clayton,  Sec.  of  StMe,  to  Mr.  Rives,  July  5,  1850.     MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

"  The  proceedings  of  M.  Dillon  and  the  French  admiral  there,  in  1849, 
so  far  as  we  are  informed  respecting  them,  seem,  both  in  their  origin  and 
in  their  nature,  t^  have  been  incompatible  with  any  just  regard  for  the 
Hawaiian  Government  as  an  independent  state.  They  cannot,  accord- 
ing to  our  impressions,  be  accounted  for  upon  any  other  hypothesis  than 
a  determination  on  the  part  of  those  officers  to  humble  and  annihilate 
that  Government  for  refusing  to  accede  to  demands  which,  if  granted, 
must  have  been  at  the  expense  of  all  self-respect  and  substantial  sover- 
eignty. The  further  enforcement  of  those  demands,  which,  it  appears, 
is  the  object  of  M.  Perrin's  mission,  would  be  tantamount  to  a  sultjuga- 
tion  of  the  islands  to  the  dominion  of  France.  A  step  like  this  could 
not  fail  to  be  viewed  by  the  Government  and  people  of  the  United 
States  with  a  dissatisfaction  which  would  tend  seriously  to  disturb  our 
existing  friendly  relations  with  the  French  Government.  This  is  a  result 
to  be  deplored.  If,  therefore,  it  should  not  be  too  late,  it  is  hoped  that 
you  will  make  such  representations  upon  the  subject  to  the  minister  of 
foreign  affairs  of  France  as  will  induce  that  Government  to  desist  from 
measures  incompatible  with  the  soverignty  and  independence  of  the 
Hawaiian  Islands,  and  to  make  amends  for  the  acts  which  the  Freuch 
agents  have  already  committed  there  in  contravention  of  the  law  of 
nations,  and  of  the  treaty  between  the  Hawaiian  Government  and 
France." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Rives,  June  19,  1851.    MSS.  Inst.,  i^ance. 

"  The  Government  of  the  United  States  was  the  first  to  acknowledge 
the  national  existence  of  the  Hawaiian  Government,  and  to  treat  with 
it  as  an  independent  state.  Its  example  was  soon  followed  by  several 
of  the  Governments  of  Europe,  and  the  United  States,  true  to  its  treaty 
obligations,  has  in  no  case  interfered  with  the  Hawaiian  Government  for 
the  purpose  of  opposing  the  course  of  its  own  independent  conduct,  or 
of  dictating  to  it  any  particular  line  of  policy.  In  acknowledging  the  in-  * 
dependence  of  the  islands  and  of  the  Government  established  over  them, 
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it  was  not  seeking  to  promote  any  peculiar  object  of  its  own.  What  it 
did,  and  all  that  it  did,  was  done  openly,  in  the  face  of  day,  in  entire 
good  faith,  and  known  to  all  nations.  It  declared  its  real  purpose  to 
be  to  favor  the  establishment  of  a  Government  at  a  very  important  point 
in  the  Pacific  Ocean,  which  should  be  able  to  maintain  such  relations 
with  the  rest  of  the  world  as  are  maintained  between  civilized  states. 

"  From  this  purpose  it  has  never  swerved  for  a  single  moment,  nor  is 
it  inclined,  without  the  pressure  of  some  necessity,  to  depart  from  it 
now,  when  events  hare  occurred  giving  to  the  islands  and  to  their  in- 
tercourse with  the  United  States  a  new  aspect  and  increased  impor- 
tance. 

'^  This  Government  still  desires  to  see  the  nationality  of  the  Hawaiian 
Government  maintained,  its  independent  administration  of  public  affairs 
respected,  and  its  prosperity  and  reputation  increased. 

"  But  while  thus  indisposed  to  exercise  any  sinister  influence  itself 
over  the  councils  of  Hawaii,  or  to  overawe  the  proceedings  of  its  Gov- 
ernment by  the  menace  or  the  actual  application  of  superior  military 
force,  it  expects  to  see  other  powerful  nations  act  in  ^he  same  spirit 
It  is,  therefore,  with  unfeigned  regret  th^t  the  President  has  read  the 
correspondence  and  become  acquainted  with  the  circumstances  occur- 
ring between  the  Hawaiian  Government  and  Mr.  Perrin,  the  commis- 
sioner of  France,  at  Honolulu." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Severance,  July  14, 1851.    M8S.  Inst.,  Hawaii. 

<'  The  Hawaiian  Islands  are  ten  times  nearer  to  the  United  States 
than  to  any  of  the  powers  of  Europe.  Five-sixths  of  all  their  commer- 
cial intercourse  is  with  the  United  States,  and  these  considerations,  to- 
gether with  others  of  a  more  general  character,  have  fixed  the  course 
which  the  Government  of  the  United  States  will  pursue  in  regard  to 
them.  The  annunciation  of  this  policy  will  not  surprise  the  Govern- 
ments of  Europe,  nor  be  thought  to  be  unreasonable  by  the  nations  of  the 
civilized  world ;  and  that  policy  is,  that  while  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  itself,  faithful  to  its  original  assurance,  scrupulously  re- 
gards the  iudepeudence  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  it  can  never  consent 
to  see  those  islands  taken  possession  of  by  either  of  the  great  commer- 
cial powers  of  Europe,  nor  can  it  consent  that  demands  manifestly  un- 
just and  derogatory,  and  inconsistent  with  a  bona  fide  independence, 
shall  be  enforced  against  that  Government." 

IMd. 

"  It  is  earnestly  to  be  hoped  that  the  differences  which  have  for  some 
time  past  been  pending  between  the  Government  of  the  French  Repub- 
lic and  that  of  the  Sandwich  Islands,  may  be  peaceably  and  durably 
adjusted  so  as  to  secure  the  independence  of  those  islands.  Long  lie- 
fore  the  events  which  have  of  late  imparted  so  much  importance  to  the 
possessions  of  the  United  States  on  the  Pacific  we  acknowledged  the 
independence  of  the  Hawaiian  Government.    This  Government  was  first 
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in  taking  that  step,  and  several  of  the  leading  powers  of  Europe  imme- 
diately followed.  We  were  influenced  in  this  measure  by  the  existing 
and  prospective  importance  of  the  islands  as  a  place  of  refuge  and  re- 
freshment for  our  vessels  engaged  in  the  whale  fishery,  and  by  the  con- 
sideration that  they  lie  in  the  course  of  the  great  trade  which  must,  at 
no  distant  day,  be  carried  on  between  the  western  coast  of  North  America 
and  Eastern  Asia.    ^ 

'^  We  were  also  influenced  by  a  desire  that  those  islands  should  not 
pass  under  the  control  of  any  other  great  maritime  state,  but  should 
remain  in  an  independent  condition,  and  so  be  accessible  and  useful 
to  the  commerce  of  all  nations.  I  need  not  say  that  the  importance  of 
these  considerations  has  been  greatly  enhanced  by  the  sudden  and  vast 
development  which  the  interests  of  the  United  States  have  obtained  in 
California  and  Oregon,  and  the  policy  heretofore  adopted  in  regard  to 
those  islands  will  be  steadily  pursued.*' 

President  FillmoTe,  Second  Annnal  Message,  1851. 

<^  You  are,  no  doubt,  aware  that  it  has  been  the  constant  desire  of 
this  Government  to^herish  the  kindest  international  relations  with  the 
Sandwich  Islands,  and  to  assist  them  by  all  the  moral  influence  it  could 
exert  to  sustain  their  independence.  Happily  the  policy  of  other  Gov- 
ernments at  present  with  respect  to  them  seems  not  to  be  different  from 
our  own.  While  we  do  not  intend  to  attempt  the  exercise  of  any  ex 
elusive  control  over  them,  we  are  resolved  that  no  other  power  or  state 
shall  exact  any  political  or  commercial  privileges  from  them  which  we 
are  not  permitted  to  enjoy,  far  less  to  establish  any  protectorate  over 
them.'' 

Mr.  Marcy,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gregg,  Sept.  22,  1853.    MSS.  Inst.,  Hawaii. 

"  The  intercourse  between  our  Pacific  ports  and  the  ports  of  the  dis- 
tant East  is  destined  perhaps  to  be  upon  as  large  a  scale  as  that  which 
we  now  enjoy  with  all  the  world,  and  the  vessels  engaged  in  that  trade 
must  ever  resort  to  the  Sandwich  Islands  for  fuel  and  other  supplies,  as 
has  ever  been  the  case  with  our  whale  ships  in  their  outward  and  in- 
ward voyages.  It  is  consequently  indispensable  to  our  welfare  that 
the  policy  which  governs  them  should  be  liberal,  and  that  it  should 
continue  free  from  the  control  of  any  third  country." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gregg,  Sept.  22,  1853.    MSS.  Inst.,  Hawaii. 

"  I  do  not  think  the  present  Hawaiian  Government  can  long  remain 
in  the  hands  of  the  present  rulers  or  under  the  control  of  the  native 
inhabitants  of  these  islands,  and  both  England  and  France  are  apprised 
of  our  determination  not  to  allow  them  to  be  owned  by  or  to  fall  under 
the  protection  of  these  powers  or  of  any  other  European  nation. 

"  It  seems  to  be  inevitable  that  they  must  come  under  the  control  of 
this  Grovernment,  and  it  would  be  but  reasonable  and  fair  that  these 
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powers  should  acquiesce  in  such  a  disposition  of  them,  provided  the 
transference  was  effected  by  fair  means." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mason,  Dec.  16,  1853.    MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

"  If  any  foreign  connection  is  to  be  formed,  the  geographical  position 
of  these  islands  Indicates  that  it  should  be  with  us.  Our  commerce 
with  them  far  exceeds  that  of  all  other  countries ;  our  citizens  are  em- 
barked in  the  most  important  business  concerns  of  that  country,  and 
some  of  them  hold  important  public  positions.  In  view  of  the  large 
American  interests  there  established,  and  the  intimate  commercial  rela- 
tions existing  at  this  time,  it  might  well  be  regarded  as  the  duty  of  this 
Government  to  prevent  these  islands  from  becoming  the  appendage  of 
any  other  foreign  power." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gregg,  Apr.  4, 1854.    MSS.  Inst.,  Hawaii. 

'*  This  Government  will  receive  the  transfer  of  the  sovereignty  of  the 
Sandwich  Islands,  with  all  proper  provisions  relative  to  the  existing 
rights  and  interests  of  the  people  thereof,  such  as  are  usual  and  appro- 
priate to  territorial  sovereignty.  It  will  be  the  pbject  of  the  United 
States,  if  clothed  with  the  sovereignty  of  that  country,  to  promote  its 
growth  and  prosperity.  This  consideration  alone  ought  to  be  a  suffi- 
cient assurance  to  the  people  that  their  rights  and  interests  will  be  duly 
cherished  by  this  Government." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  Stat«,  to  Mr.  Gregg,  Jan.  31, 1855.    MSS.  Inst.,  Hawaii. 

^^  The  United  States  would  not  regard  with  unconcern  an  attempt  on 
the  part  of  any  foreign  power,  and  especially  any  European  maritime 
power,  to  disturb  the  repose  or  interfere  with  the  security  of  the  Hawaiian 
Islands." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lee,  Sept.  21,  1855.    MSS.  Notes,  Hawaii. 

The  public  mind  in  the  United  States  was  not,  in  1868,  in  a  condition 
to  entertain  the  question  of  the  annexation  of  the  Sandwich  Islands. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Spalding,  July  5,  1868,  MSS.  Inst.,  Hawaii; 
see  Mr.  J.  C.  Bancroft  Davis  to  Mr.  Peirce,  March  15,  1873,  ibid. 

"  The  acquisition  of  territory  beyond  the  sea  outside  the  present  con- 
fines of  the  United  States,  meets  the  opposition  of  many  discreet  men 
who  have  more  or  less  influence  in  our  councils.  It  cannot  be  entered 
upon  without  very  grave  deliberation,  and  in  full  view  of  all  the  advan- 
tages or  disadvantages  that  may  result. 

^^  This  question  in  its  relation  to  the  Sandwich  Islands  is  full  of  inter- 
est, and  has  long  attracted  as  a  possible  question  the  attention  of  many 
persons  here  as  well  as  in  those  islands.  It  seems  that  events  are  likely 
to  precipitate  it  upon  us  for  consideration  as  a  practical  question. 

'^  The  position  of  tlvB  Sandwich  Islands  as  an  outpost  fronting  and 
commanding  the  whole  of  our  possessions  on  the  Pacific  Ocean,  fives  to 
the  future  of  those  islands  a  peculiar  interest  to  the  Gk>vernment  and 

422 


I 


CHAP.  III.]  HAWAII.  [§  62. 

people  of  the  United  States.  It  is  very  clear  that  this  Goveroment  can- 
not be  expected  to  assent  to  their  transfer  from  their  present  control  to 
that  of  any  powerful  maritime  or  commercial  nation.  Such  transfer  to 
a  maritime  power  would  threaten  a  military  surveillance  in  the  Pacific 
similar  to  that  which  Bermuda  has  afforded  in  the  Atlantic.  The  latter 
has  been  submitted  to  from  necessity,  inasmuch  as  it  was  congenital 
with  our  Government,  but  we  desire  no  additional  similar  outposts  iu 
the  hands  of  those  who  may  at  some  future  time  use  them  to  our  disad- 
vantage." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Peirce,  Mar.  25,  1873.    MS8.  Inst.,  Hawaii. 

"The  position  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands  in  the  vicinity  of  our  Pacific 
Coast,  and  their  intimate  commercial  and  political  relations  with  us, 
lead  this  Government  to  watch  with  grave  interest,  and  to  regard  unfa- 
vorably, any  movement,  negotiation,  or  discussion  aiming  to  transfer 
them  in  any  eventuality  whatever  to  another  power." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lowell,  Apr.  23, 1881.     MSS.  Inst.,  Gr.  Brit. 

*'  Your  course,  upon  the  question  to  which  you  have  called  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Department,  is  approved.  While  I  desire  earnestly  to  avoid 
the  use  of  imperative  language  toward  the  Hawaiian  Government,  and 
prefer  that  our  relation  in  any  conseijuent  discussion  should  be  that  of 
friendly  advice  and  support,  this  Government  cannot  permit  any  viola- 
tion, direct  or  indirect,  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  treaty  of  1875. 

"The  treaty  was  made  at  the  continuous  and  urgent  request  of  the 
Hawaiian  Government.  It  was,  as  it  was  intended  to  be,  an  evidence 
of  the  friendship  of  the  United  States,  and  was  shaped  by  a  large  and 
liberal  disposition  on  our  part  to  consult  the  wishes  and  interests  of  the 
Hawaiian  Government.  As  you  are  aware,  there  was  much  opposition 
to  some  of  it-s  concessions  by  our  own  citizens  whose  capital  was  em- 
ployed in  certain  agricultural  industries.  The  term  of  the  treaty  was 
limited  in  order  that  both  parties  might  obtain  practical  exi>erience  of 
its  operation,  and  in  order  to  secure  the  experiment  from  possible  dis- 
tarbance  it  was  expressly  stipulated — 

"  'On  the  part  of  His  Hawaiian  Majesty,  that  so  long  as  this  treaty 
shall  remain  in  force,  he  will  not  make  any  treaty  by  which  any  other 
nation  shall  obtain  the  same  privileges,  relative  to  the  admission  of  any 
articles  free  of  duty,  hereby  secured  to  the  United  States.'    (Article  IV.) 

"  It  would  be  an  unnecessary  waste  of  time  and  argument  to  under- 
take an  elaborate  demonstration  of  a  proposition  so  obvious  as  that  the 
extension  of  the  privileges  of  this  treaty  to  other  nations  under  a  "  most- 
favored-nation  clause"  in  existing  treaties,  would  be  as  flagrant  a  vio- 
lation of  the  explicit  stipulation  as  a  specific  treaty  making  the  con- 
cession. 

"You  are  instmcted  to  say  to  the  Hawaiian  Government  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  considers  this  stipulation  as  of  the 
very  essence  of  the  treaty,  and  cannot  consent  to  its  abrogation  or  medi- 
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fication,  directly  or  indirectly.  You  will  add  that  if  any  other  i)ower 
should  deem  it  proper  to  employ  undue  influence  upon  tbe  Hawaiian 
Government  to  persuade  or  compel  action  in  derogation  of  this  treaty, 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  will  not  be  unobservant  of  its 
rights  and  interests,  and  will  be  neither  unwilling  nor  unprepared  to 
support  the  Hawaiian  Government  in  the  faithful  discharge  of  its  treaty 
obligations. 

"  In  reference  to  the  probability  of  a  judicial  construction  of  tbe 
treaty  by  the  Hawaiian  courts,  upon  proceedings  instituted  by  a  British 
merchant,  I  would  have  been  glad  if  you  had  been  able  to  furnish  me 
with  the  correspondence  between  the  British  commissioner  and  the  Ha- 
waiian secretary  for  foreign  affairs.  From  your  history  of  the  contro- 
versy, I  iind  it  diflacult  to  understand  how  Her  Britannic  Majesty's 
Government  can  consistently  maintain  a  right  of  diplomatic  interven- 
tion  Ifor  the  settlement  of  any  claim  for  the  difl;'erence  in  duty  imposed 
under  the  British  treaties  and  under  the  treaty  with  the  United  States. 

^'Be  that  as  it  may,  a  judicial  decision  of  this  question  by  the  Ha- 
waiian courts  would  be  as  unsatisfactory  to  the  United  States  as  to 
Great  Britain.  I  am  not  aware  whether  or  not  a  treaty,  according  to 
the  Hawaiian  constitution,  is,  as  with  us,  a  supreme  law  of  the  land, 
upon  the  construction  of  which — the  proper  case  occurring — every  citi- 
zen would  have  the  right  to  the  judgment  of  the  courts. 

"But  even  if  it  be  so,  and  if  the  judicial  department  is  entirely  inde- 
pendent of  the  executive  authority  of  the  Hawaiian  Government,  then 
the  decision  of  the  court  would  be  the  authorized  interpretation  of  the 
Hawaiian  Government,  and,  however  binding  upon  that  Government, 
would  be  none  the  less  a  violation  of  the  treaty. 

"In  the  event,  therefore,  that  a  judicial  construction  of  the  treaty 
should  annul  the  privileges  stipulated,  and  be  carried  into  practical 
execution,  this  Government  would  have  no  alternative,  and  would  be 
compelled  to  consider  such  action  as  the  violation  by  the  Hawaiian 
Government  of  the  express  terms  and  conditions  of  the  treaty,  and, 
with  whatever  regret,  would  be  forced  to  consider  what  course  in  refer- 
ence to  its  own  interests  had  become  necessary  upon  the  manifestation 
of  such  unfriendly  feeling. 

"The  diligence  and  ability  which  you  have  given  this  subject  render 
perhaps  any  further  instruction  unnecessary,  but  I  will  suggest  that  in 
your  communications  with  the  Hawaiian  Government  it  is  desirable 
that  you  should  convey  the  impression  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  believes  that  the  Hawaiian  Government  desires  and 
intends  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  in  perfect  good  faith, 
and  that  we  understand  and  appreciate  the  unjust  pressure  of  foreign 
interests  and  influence  brought  to  divert  it  from  its  plain  and  honor- 
able duty.  The  position  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in 
your  representations  should  be  rather  that  of  encouragement  of  the 
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Hawaiian  GoverDmeut  to  persevere  in  the  faithful  discharge  of  its  treaty 
obligations,  than  complaint  of  any  anticipated  dereliction." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Comly,  June  30,  1881.    MSS.  Inst.,  Hawaii  ; 
For.  Eel.,  1881. 

"In  your  dispatch  No.  189  you  have  informed  this  Department  of 
the  efforts  made  by  the  British  commissioner  to  prejudice  the  interests 
and  influence  of  the  United  'States  in  the  Hawaiian  Islands;  and  you 
properly  assume  that  such  efforts,  so  far  as  they  tend  to  improve  the 
diplomatic  position  of  his  country  by  his  personal  conduct,  must  be 
counteracted  by  similar  endeavors  on  your  part  without  the  formal 
intervention  of  this  Government. 

"The  action  of  the  Government  must  necessarily  wait  upon  the  actual 
occurrence  or  threatened  probability  of  some  official  transaction  in  con- 
flict with  its  treaty  rights.  But  with  the  proper  information  before  it 
the  Department  would  undoubtedly  instruct  you  to  anticipate  any  such 
transaction  by  such  diplomatic  remonstrance  as  our  relations  with 
Hawaii  would  justify. 

^*It  is  difficult  to  say  that  the  information  derived  through  the  news- 
papers in  reference  to  a  supposed  coolie  convention  with  Great  Britain 
is  of  a  character  to  require  our  official  intervention.  But  I  take  it  for 
granted  that,  since  the  return  of  King  Kalakaua,  you  will  be  able  to 
learn  whether  such  a  convention  is  contemplated,  and  if,  in  your  opin- 
ion, there  is  enough  in  the  general  rumors  to  warrant  it,  you  will  con- 
sider yourself  as  instructed  to  make  formal  inquiry  of  the  Hawaiian 
Government  if  any  such  project  is  entertained. 

"  You  say  that  the  proposed  convention  provides  for  a '  protector  of  the 
coolie  immigrants,'  who  tries  all  cases  of  disputes  arising  among  the 
coolies  themselves,  and  also  between  coolies  and  citizens  of  the  coun- 
try where  they  reside;  and  cases  of  an  appeal  from  his  judgment  go, 
not  to  the  courts  of  the  country,  but  to  the  BriWsh  consul  or  diplomatic 
representative. 

"I  do  not  understand  whether  this  is  a  recital  from  some  existing 
convention  or  a  rumor  of  what  the  contemplated  convention  is  expected 
to  be.  ' 

"  In  the  treatj'  between  Great  Britain  and  the  Netherlands  relative  to 
emigration  of  laborers  from  India  to  the  Dutch  colony  of  Surinam, 
signed  in  1870  and  ratified  in  1872,  and  which  is  the  most  recent  to 
which  I  have  been  able  to  refer,  I  find  the  following  provision: 

"XIX.  All  emigrants  within  the  provision  of  this  convention  shall, 
in  the  same  manner  as  other  subjects  of  the  British  Crown,  and  con- 
formably to  the  ordinary  rules  of  international  law,  enjoy  in  the  Neth- 
erland  colony  the  right  of  claiming  the  assistance  of  the  British  con- 
sular agent;  and  no  obstacle  shall  be  opposed  to  the  laborers  resorting 
to  the  consular  agent,  and  communicating  with  him,  without  prejudice, 
however,  to  the  obligations  arising  out  of  his  engagements.' 
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*<  Properly  interpreted  and  fairly  applied,  I  do  not  see  any  reasonable 
ground  of  objection  to  this  or  to  a  similar  provision.  But  a  convention 
containing  stipulations  such  as  you  describe  would  be  very  different. 
To  secure  to  the  coolie  immigrants  from  India,  who  are  unquestionably 
British  subjects,  such  an  extreme  privilege  of  exterritoriality  would  be 
extending  them  advantages  not  possessed  by  the  subjects  of  any  other 
power.  And  as  Artie  es  VIII  and  X  of  the  treaty  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Hawaiian  Islands  of  1849  guarantee  to  the  citizens  and 
consular  officers  of  the  United  Suites  the  treatment  of  the  most  favored 
nation,  and  a  participation  in  all  privileges  granted  to  others,  the  United 
States  would  have  to  iusist  upon  equal  treatuieut  for  its  citizens  and 
consuls,  and  it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  other  powers  would  make 
the  same  demand. 

'*A  consideration  of  the  embarrassment  which  such  a  condition  of  for- 
eign rights  and  privileges  would  create  for  the  Hawaiian  Government, 
would  present  almost  insuperable  difficulties  in  the  way  of  such  a  con- 
vention. 

'•But  if  negotiations  such  as  you  describe  are  really  in  progress,  yoa 
will  ask  for  an  interview  with  the  secretary  for  foreign  affairs  and  make 
the  following  representation  of  the  views  of  the  United  States  : 

"  The  Government  of  the  United  States  has,  with  unvarying  consis^ 
eucy,  manifested  respect  for  the  independence  of  the  Hawaiian  King- 
dom, ani  an  earnest  desire  for  the  welfare  of  its  people.  It  has  always 
felt  and  acted  on  the  conviction  that  the  possession  of  the  islands  by  a 
peaceful  and  prosjierous  power,  with  which  there  was  no  possibility  of 
controversy  or  collision,  was  most  desirable,  in  reference  to  its  own  large 
and  rapidly  increasing  interests  on  the  Pacific.  It  has  declined,  even 
at  the  request  of  the  Hawaiian  people,  to  assume  over  their  affairs  a 
protectorate,  which  would  only  be  a  thinly  disguised  domination,  and  it 
has  confined  its  efforts  and  influence  to  strengthen  their  Government, 
and  open  to  their  commerce  and  enterprise  the  readiest  and  most  profit- 
able connection  with  its  own  markets;  but  this  policy  has  been  based 
upon  our  belief  in  the  real  and  substantial  independence  of  Hawaii.  The 
Government  of  the  United  States  has  always  avowed  and  now  repeats 
that,  under  no  circumstances,  will  it  permit  the  transfer  of  the  territory 
or  sovereignty  of  these  islands  to  any  of  the  great  European  powers. 
It  is  needless  to  restate  the  reasons  upon  which  that  determination  rests. 
It  is  too  obvious  for  argument  that  the  possession  of  these  islands  by 
a  great  maritime  power  w^ould  not  only  be  a  dangerous  diminution  of 
the  just,  and  necessary  influence  of  the  United  States  in  the  waters  of 
the  Pacific,  but  in  case  of  international  difficulty  it  would  be  a  positive 
threat  to  interests  too  large  and  important  to  be  lightly  risked. 

"  Neither  can  the  Government  of  the  United  States  allow  an  arrange- 
ment which,  by  diplomatic  finesse  or  legal  technicality,  substitutes  for 
the  native  aud  legitimate  constitutional  Government  of  Hawaii,  the  con- 
trolling influence  of  a  great  foreign  power.    This  is  not  tlie  real  and 
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substautial  independence  which  it  desires  to  see  and  which  it  is  pre- 
pare<l  to  support.  And  this  Government  would  consider  a  scheme  by 
which  a  large  mass  of  British  subjects,  forming  in  time  not  improbably 
the  majority  of  its  population,  should  be  introduced  into  Hawaii,  made 
independent  of  Ihe  native  Government,  and  be  ruled  by  British  author- 
ities, judicial  and  diplomatic,  as  one  entirely  inconsistent  with  the 
friendly  relations  now  existing  between  us,  as  trenching  upon  treaty 
rights  which  we  have  secured  by  no  small  consideration,  and  as  certain 
to  involve  the  two  countries  in  irritating  and  unprofitable  discussion. 

"  In  thus  instructing  you,  however,  I  must  impress  upon  you  that 
much  is  trusted  to  your  discretion.  There  would  be  neither  propriety 
nor  wisdom  in  making  such  declarations  unnecessarily  or  prematurely. 
If,  therefore,  you  find  that  the  proposed  convention  is  not  one  with  the 
extreme  provisions  to  which  you  refer,  or  if  you  have  reason  to  believe 
that  your  representations  of  the  unfriendly  impression  which  it  would 
make  here  will  be  sufficient  to  change  the  purpose  of  the  Hawaiian  Gov- 
ernment, you  will  confine  yourself  to  ordinary  diplomatic  remonstrance. 
And,  in  any  event,  it  will  be  prudent  to  indicate  that  such  would,  in 
your  opinion,  be  the  view  taken  by  this  Government  before  making  the 
formal  protest,  which,  under  the  contingency  of  persistent  adverse 
action  on  the  part  of  the  Hawaiian  Government,  you  are  authorized  to 
make." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Comly,  Nov.  19,  1881.    MSS.Inst,  Hawaii; 
For.Rel.,  1881. 

"  The  intelligent  and  suggestive  character  of  your  recent  dispatches 
naturally  leads  me  to  a  review  of  the  relationship  of  the  Hawaiian  King- 
dom to  the  United  States  at  somewhat  greater  length  than  waff  practi- 
cable in  the  limited  scope  of  my  instruction  of  November  19.  That 
dispatch  was  necessarily  confined  to  a  consideration  of  the  immediate 
question  of  a  possible  treaty  engagement  with  Great  Britain  which 
would  give  to  that  power  in  Hawaii  a  degree  of  extraterritoriality  of 
jurisdiction  inconsistent  with  the  relations  of  the  islands  to  the  other 
powers,  and  especially  to  the  United  States. 

"  With  the  abandonment  of  feudal  government  by  King  Kamehameha 
III  in  1839,  and  the  inauguration  of  constitutional  methods,  the  history 
of  the  political  relation  of  Hawaii  to  the  world  at  large  may  very  i)rop- 
erly  be  said  to  begin.  The  recognition  of  independent  sovereignty  by 
the  great  powers  took  place  soon  after  that  act  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States,  dating  from  1844.  Even  at  that  early  day,  before  the  United 
States  had  become  a  power  on  the  Pacific  coast,  the  commercial  activity 
of  our  people  was  manifested  in  their  intercourse  with  the  islands  of 
Oceanica,  of  which  the  Hawaiian  group  is  the  northern  extremity.  In 
1848  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe  Hidalgo  confirmed  the  territorial  exten- 
sion of  the  United  States  to  the  Pacific,  and  gave  to  the  Union  a  coast 
line  on  that  ocean  little  inferior  in  extent,  and  superior  in  natural 
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wealth,  to  the  Atlantic  sea-board  of  the  original  thirteen  States.  In 
184d-'49  the  discoveries  of  gold  in  California  laid  the  foundation  for  the 
marvelous  development  of  the  western  coast,  and,  in  that  same  year  the 
necessities  of  oar  altered  relationship  to  the  Pacific  Ocean  found  expres- 
sion in  a  comprehensive  expression  of  friendship,  commerce  and  navi- 
tion  with  the  sovereign  Kingdom  of  Hawaii. 

*'The  material  connection  between  the  Hawaiian  Islands  and  the 
Pacific  coast  of  the  Union  was  natural  and  inevitable.  But  lately 
admitted  to  the  family  of  separate  states,  Hawaii  was  necessarily  drawn 
into  closer  kinship  with  California,  then  just  entering  on  a  path  of  pros- 
perity and  greatness  whose  rapidity  of  development  the  world  has 
never  seen  equaled.  Hence  the  movements  toward  intimate  commercial 
relations  between  the  two  countries  which,  after  the  progressive  nego- 
tiations of  1856,  1867,  and  1869,  culminated  in  the  existing  reciprocity 
treaty  of  January  30,  1875,  which  gave  to  the  United  States  in  Hawaii^ 
and  to  Hawaii  in  the  United  States,  trading  rights  and  privileges  in 
terms  denied  to  other  countries. 

^'  I  have  spoken  of  the  Pacific  coast  line  given  to  the  American  Union 
by  the  cession  of  California  in  1848,  as  little  inferior  in  extent,  and 
superior  in  natural  wealth,  to  the  Atlantic  sea-board  of  the  original 
Union.  Since  that  time  our  domain  on  the  Pacific  has  been  vastlv  in- 
creased  by  the  purchase  of  Alaska.  Taking  San  Francisco  as  the  com- 
mercial center  ou  the  western  slope,  a  line  drawn  northwestwardly  to 
the  Aleutian  group,  marks  our  Pacific  border  almost  to  the  confines  of 
Asia.  A  corresponding  line  drawn  southwestwardly  from  San  Fran- 
cisco to  Honolula  marks  the  natural  limit  of  the  ocean  belt  within 
which.our  trade  with  the  oriental  countries  must  flow,  and  is,  moreover, 
the  direct  line  of  communication  between  the  United  States  and  Aus- 
tralasia. Within  this  belt  lies  the  commercial  domain  of  our  western 
coast. 

"  I  have  had  recent  occasion  to  set  forth  the  vitally  integral  importance 
of  our  Pacific  possessions,  in  a  circular  letter  addressed  on  the  24th  of 
June  last  to  our  representatives  in  Europe,  touching  the  necessary 
guarantees  of  the  proposed  Panama  Canal  as  a  purely  American  water- 
way to  be  treated  as  part  of  our  own  coast  line.  The  extension  of  com- 
mercial empire  westward  from  those  States  is  no  less  vitally  important 
to  their  development  than  is  their  communication  with  the  eastern  coast 
by  the  Isthmian  channel.  And  when  we  survey  the  stupendous  progress 
made  by  the  western  coast  during  the  thirty  years  of  its  national  life 
as  a  part  of  our  dominion,  its  enormous  increase  of  population,  its  vast 
resources  of  a<j:riculture  and  mines,  and  its  boundless  euter])rise,  it  is 
not  easy  to  set  a  limit  to  its  commercial  activity  or  foresee  a  check  to  its 
maritime  supremacy  in  the  waters  of  the  Orient,  so  long  as  those  waters 
attbrd,  as  now,  a  free  and  neutral  scope  for  our  peaceful  trade. 

"  In  thirty  years  the  United  States  has  acquired  a  legitimately  domi- 
nant influence  in  the  North  Pacific,  which  it  can  never  consent  to  see 
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decreased  by  the  intrusion  therein  of  any  element  of  influence  hostile^ 
to  its  own.  The  situation  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  giving  them  the 
strategic  control  of  the  North  Pacific^  brings  their  possession  within  the 
range  of  questions  of  purely  American  policy,  as  much  so  as  that  of  the 
Isthmus  itself.  Hence  the  necessity,  as  recognized  in  our  existing  treaty 
relations,  of  drawing  the  ties  of  intimate  relationship  between  us  and 
the  Hawaiian  Islands  so  as  to  make  them  practically  a  part  of  the 
American  system  without  derogation  of  their  absolute  independence. 
The  reciprocity  treaty  of  1876  has  made  of  Hawaii  the  sugar-raising 
field  of  the  Pacific  slope,  and  gives  to  our  manufacturers  therein  the  same 
freedom  as  in  California  and  Oregon.  That  treaty  gave  to  Hawaii  its 
first  great  impetus  in  trade,  and  developed  that  activity  of  production 
which  has  attracted  the  eager  attention  of  European  powers,  anxious 
to  share  in  the  prosperity  and  advantages  which  the  United  States 
have  created  in  mid-ocean.  From  1877,  the  first  full  year  succeeding 
the  conclusion  of  the  reciprocitj'  treaty,  to  1880,  the  imports  from 
Hawaii  to  the  United  States  nearly  doubled,  increasing  from  $2,550,335 
in  value  to  $4,606,444,  and  in  this  same  period  the  exports  from  the 
United  States  to  Hawaii  rose  from  $1,272,949  to  $2,026,170.  In  a  word, 
Hawaii  is,  by  the  wise  and  beneficent  provisions  of  the  treaty,  brought 
within  the  circle  of  the  domestic  trade  of  the  United  States,  and  our 
interest  in  its  friendly  neutrality  is  akin  to  that  we  feel  in  the  guaran- 
teed independence  of  Panama.  On  the  other  hand,  the  interests  of 
Hawaii  must  inevitably  turn  toward  the  United  States  in  the  future, 
as  in  the  present,  as  its  natural  and  sole  ally  in  conserving  the  domin- 
ion of  both  in  the  Pacific  trade.  Tour  own  observation,  during  your 
residence  at  Honolulu,  has  shown  you  the  vitality  of  the  American 
sentiment  which  this  state  of  things- has  irresistibly  developed  in  the 
islands.  I  view  that  sentiment  as  the  logical  recognition  of  the  needs 
of  Hawaii  as  a  member  of  the  American  system  of  states  rather  than  as 
a  blind  desire  for  a  protectorate  or  ultimate  annexation  to  the  American 
Union. 

'*  This  Government  has  on  previous  occasions  been  brought  face  to 
face  with  the  question  of  a  protectorate  over  the  Hawaiian  group.  It 
has,  as  often  as  it  arose,  been  set  aside  in  the  interest  of  such  commer- 
cial union  and  such  reciprocity  of  benefits  as  would  give  to  Hawaii  the 
highest  advantages,  and  at  the  same  time  strengthen  its  independent 
existence  as  a  sovereign  state.  In  this  I  have  summed  up  the  whole 
disposition  of  the  United  States  toward  Hawaii  in  its  present  condi- 
tion. 

"  The  policy  of  this  country  with  regard  to  the  Pacific  is  the  natural 
complement  to  its  Atlantic  policy.  The  history  of  our  European  rela- 
tions for  fifty  years  shows  the  jealous  concern  with  which  the  United 
States  hns  guarded  its  control  of  the  coast  from  foreign  interference, 
and  this  without  extension  of  territorial  possession  beyond  the  main- 
land.   It  has  always  been  its  aim  to  i^reserve  the  friendly  neutrality  of 
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the  adjacent  states  and  insnlar  possessions.  Its  attitude  toward  Cuba 
is  in  point.  That  rich  island,  the  key  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  the 
field  for  our  most  extended  trade  in  the  Western  hemisphere  is,  though 
in  the  hands  of  Spain,  a  part  of  the  American  commercial  system.  Oar 
relations,  present  and  prospective,  toward  Cuba  have  never  been  more 
ably  set  forth  than  in  the  remarkable  note  addressed  by  my  predecessor, 
Mr.  Secretary  Everett,  to  the  ministers  of  Great  Britain  and  France  in 
Washington,  on  the  1st  of  December,  1852,  in  rejection  of  the  sugrgested 
tripartite  alliance  to  forever  determine  the  neutrality  of  the  Spanish 
Antilles.  In  response  to  the  proposal  that  the  United  States,  Great 
Britain,  and  France  should  severally  and  collectively  agree  to  forbid 
the  acquisition  of  control  over  Cuba  by  any  or  all  of  them,  Mr.  Everett 
showed  that,  without  forcing  or  even  coveting  possession  of  the  island, 
it^  condition  was  essentially  an  American  question ;  that  the  renuncia- 
tion forever  by  this  Government  of  contingent  interest  therein  would 
be  far  broader  than  the  like  renunciation  by  Great  Britain  or  France ; 
that  if  ever  ceasing  to  be  Spanish,  Cuba  must  necessarily  become 
American,  and  not  fall  under  any  other  European  domination,  and  that 
the  ceaseless  movement  of  segregation  of  American  interests  from  Euro- 
pean control  and  unification  in  a  broader  American  sphere  of  independ- 
ent life  could  not  and  should  not  be  checked  by  any  arbitrary  agreement 

"  Nearly  thirty  years  have  demonstrated  the  wisdom  of  the  attitude 
then  maintained  by  Mr.  Everett,  and  have  made  indispensable  its  con- 
tinuance and  its  extension  to  all  parts  of  the  American  Atlantic  system 
where  a  disturbance  of  the  existing  status  might  be  attempted  in  the 
interest  of  foreign  powers.  The  present  attitude  of  this  Government 
toward  any  European  project  for  the  control  of  an  Isthmian  route  is 
bnt  the  logical  sequence  of  the  resistance  inade  in  1852  to  the  attempted 
])ressnre  of  an  active  foreign  influence  in  the  West  Indies. 

^'Hawaii,  although  much  farther  from  the  Oalifornian  coast  than  is' 
Cuba  from  the  Floridian  peninsula,  holds  in  the  western  sea  much  the 
same  position  as  Cuba  in  the  Atlantic.  It  is  the  key  to  the  maritime 
dominion  of  the  Pacific  States,  as  Cuba  is  the  key  to  the  Gulf  trade. 
The  material  possession  of  Hawaii  is  not  desired  by  the  United  States 
any  more  than  was  that  of  Cuba.  But  under  no  circumstances  can  the 
United  States  permit  any  change  in  the  territorial  control  of  either 
which  would  cut  it  adrift  from  the  American  system,  whereto  they  both 
indispensably  belong. 

^^  In  this  aspect  of  the  question  it  is  readily  seen  with  what  concern 
this  Government  must  view  any  tendency  toward  introducing  into 
Hawaii  new  social  element-s  destructive  of  its  necessarily  American 
character.  The  steady  diminution  of  the  native  population  of  the 
islands,  amounting  to  some  10  per  cent,  between  1872  and  1878,  and 
still  continuing,  is  doubtless  a  cause  of  great  alarm  to  the  Government 
of  the  Kingdom,  and  it  is  no  wonder  that  a  solution  should  be  sought 
with  eagerness  in  any  seemingly  practicable  quarter.    The  problem,  how- 
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ever,  is  not  to  be  met  by  a  substitution  of  Mongolian  sapremacy  for 
native  control,  as  seems  at  first  sight  possible  through  the  rapid  in- 
crease in  Chinese  immigration  to  the  islands.  Neither  is  a  wholesale 
introduction  of  the  coolie  element,  professedly  Anglo-Indian,  likely  to 
afford  any  more  satisfactory  outcome  to  the  difficulty.  The  Hawaiian 
Islands  cannot  be  joined  to  the  Asiatic  system.  If  they  drift  from  their 
in(h»pendent  station  it  must  be  toward  assimilation  and  identification 
with  the  American  system,  to  which  they  belong  by  the  operation  of 
natunil  laws  and  must  belong  by  the  operation  of  political  necessity. 

"I  have  deemed  it  necessary  to  go,  with  somewhat  of  detail,  into  the 
real  nature  of  our  relations  toward  Hawaii,  in  order  that  you  may  intel- 
ligently construe  my  recent  instructions  in  the  light  of  our  true  and 
necessary  policy  on  the  Pacific.  It  may  also  tend  to  simplify  your  inter- 
course with  the  native  Government  if  you  are  in  a  position  to  disabuse 
the  minds  of  its  statesmen  of  any  belief  or  impression  that  our  course 
is  selfishly  intrusive  or  looks  merely  to  the  exclusive  retention  of  tran- 
sient advantages  of  local  commerce  in  which  other  countries  seek  a 
share.  The  United  States  was  one  of  the  first  among  the  great  nations 
of  the  world  to  take  an  active  interest  in  the  upbuilding  of  Hawaiian 
independence,  and  the  creation  of  anew  and  potential  life  for  its  people. 
It  has  consistentlj'  endeavored,  and  with  success,  to  enlarge  the  'ma- 
terial prosperity  of  Hawaii  on  such  independent  basis.  It  proposes  to 
be  equally  unremitting  in  its  efforts  hereafter  to  maintain  and  develop 
the  advantages  which  have  accrued  to  Hawaii,  and  to  draw  closer  the 
ties  which  imperatively  unite  it  to  the  great  body  of  American  common- 
wealths. 

"  In  this  line  of  action  the  United  States  does  its  simple  duty  both  to 
Hawaii  and  itself,  and  it  cannot  permit  such  obvious  neglect  of  national 
interest  as  would  be  involved  by  silent  acquiescence  in  any  movement 
looking  to  a  lessening  of  those  American  ties  and  the  substitution  of 
alien  and  hostile  interests.  It  firmly  believes  that  the  position  of  the 
Hawaiian  Islands  as  the  key  to  the  dominion  of  the  American  Pacific 
demands  their  neutrality,  to  which  end  it  will  earnestly  cooperate  with 
the  native  Government.  And  if,  through  any  cause,  the  maintenance 
of  such  a  position  of  neutrality  should  be  found  by  Hawaii  to  be  imprac- 
ticable, this  Government  would  then  unhesitatingly  meet  the  altered 
situation  by  seeking  an  avowedly  American  solution  for  the  grave 
issues  presented. 

"  The  communication  to  the  Hawaiian  Government  of  the  views  herein 
expressed  is  left,  both  as  to  manner  and  extent,  to  your  own  discretion. 
If  the  treaty  relations  with  Great  Britain,  if  which  my  last  instruction 
treats,  prove  to  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  require  the  communication  of 
a  formal  protest  in  the  premises  to  the  Hawaiian  minister  of  foreign 
affairs,  it  would  probably  be  wise  for  you  to  give  him  a  copy  of  this  dis- 
patch as  a  just  and  temperate  exposition  of  the  intentions  of  this  Gov- 
ernment, and  a  succinct  explanation  of  the  reasons  which  have  induced 
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such  a  protest.  Even  if  the  formal  deliTery  hereof  to  the  miDister 
Bhould  not  appear  advisable,  it  would  be  well  for  you  to  reflect  this 
policy  in  your  conversations  with  the  public  men  at  Honolulu,  who 
will,  I  am  sure,  find  these  views  in  harmony  with  the  true  interests  of 
the  Hawaiian  Kingdom  as  they  are  with  those  of  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Blaiue,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Comly,  Dec.  1,  1881.    MSS.  Inst.,  Hawaii; 
For.  Rel.,  1881. 

"  There  is  little  doubt  that  were  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  by  annexation 
or  distinct  protection,  a  part  of  the  territory  of  the  Union,  their  fertile 
resources  for  the  growth  of  rice  and  sugar  would  not  only  be  controlled 
by  American  capital,  but  so  profitable  a  field  of  labor  would  attract  in- 
telligent workers  thither  from  tbe  United  States. 

"A  purely  American  form  of  colonization  in  such  a  case  would  meet 
all  the  phases  of  the  problem.  Within  our  borders  could  be  found  the 
capital,  the  intelligence,  the  activity,  and  the  necessary  labor  trained  in 
the  rice  swamps  and  cane  fields  of  the  Southern  States.  And  it  may 
be  well  to  consider  how,  even  in  the  chosen  alternative  of  maintaining 
Hawaiian  independence,  these  prosperous  elements  Could  be  induced 
to  go  from  our  shores  to  the  islands,  not  like  the  coolies,  practically  en- 
slaved, not  as  human  machines,  but  as  thinking,  intelligent,  working 
factors  in  the  advancement  of  the  material  interests  of  the  islands. 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Comly,  Dec.  1,  1881.     MSS.  Inst.,  Hawaii. 

"  Your  No.  217,  of  the  8th  instant,  in  which  you  report  the  political 
tendencies  now  making  themselves  manifest  in  the  islands,  and  the 
movement  in  the  direction  of  onerous  taxation  of  capital  and  property 
to  a  degree  which  cannot  fail  to  work  injury  to  the  foreign  interests  and 
enterprise  which  have  built  up  Hawaiian  prosperity,  has  been  read  with 
attention. 

"It  cannot  be  doubted  that  indi8crimin<ate  and  reckless  exercise  of  the 
tax-levying  power  by  those  portions  of  the  native  element  who  have 
little  or  no  taxable  interests  at  stake  must  react  harmfully  on  the  essen- 
tial elements  of  insular  prosperity.  Independently  of  the  consideration 
that  a  large  part  of  the  operating  capital  and  mechanical  enterprises  of 
Hawaii  has  been  contributed  by  citizens  of  the  United  States,  this  Gov- 
ernment feels  itself  so  kindly  bound  to  Hawaii  by  the  traditions  of  past 
intercourse  that  it  would  not  hesitate  to  remonstrate  with  the  Hawaiian 
Government  against  the  adoption  of  a  short-sighted  policy  which  would 
be  alike  harmful  to  existing  vested  interests  and  repelTant  of  the  further 
influx  of  capital  from  abroad. 

"While  this  Government  recognized  from  the  first  the  constitutional 
sovereignty  of  Hawaii,  and  still  recognizes  her  right  to  adjust  internal 
matters  of  taxation  and  revenue  on  constitutional  principles,  yet  it  can- 
not permit  to  pass  without  very  urgent  protest  in  all  proper  quarters  a 
measure  subversive  of  the  material  interests  of  so  many  of  its  citizens 
who,  on  the  faitb  of  international  comity,  have  given  their  wealth,  labor, 
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and  skill  to  aid  in  the  prosperity  of  Hawaii.  And  it  makes  this  protest 
the  more  earnestly,  inasmuch  as  the  treaty  relations  between  the  two 
countries  (in  which  Hawaiian  interests  were  even  more  subseiTed  than 
our  own)  are  such  as  to  give  the  nnite4  States  the  moral  right  to  expect 
that  American  property  in  Hawaii  will  be  no  more  burdened  than  would 
Hawaiian  property  in  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Comly,  May  31,  1882.    MSS.  Inst.. 
Hawaii ;  For.  Sel.,  1882. 

^<  For  several  years  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company  has  employed 
four  of  its  vessels  between  San  Francisco  and  Australia,  which  on  both 
outward  and  homeward  trips  have  stopped  at  the  Sandwich  Islands. 
Their  vessels  on  the  China  line  have  also  made  such  stops,  a^  have  those 
of  the  Occidental  and  Oriental  line  of  British  steamers  plying  between 
San  Francisco  and  China.  In  August  last  the  Hawaiian  Government 
granted  to  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company  the  privilege  of  carry- 
ing Chinese  emigrant  passengers  to  the  Sandwich  Islands  from  China, 
granting  at  the  same  time  a  like  privilege  to  the  Occidental  and  Ori- 
ental Steamship  Company,  which  is  organized  under  the  laws  of  Great 
Britain,  and  making  the  privilege  exclusive  to  these  two  companies. 

<^  In  the  letter  of  the  minister  of  foreign  affitirs,  conveying  this  grant, 
the  assurance  is  expressly  given  to  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Com- 
pany, that  while  the  Government  Is  not  in  a  position  to  fix  any  definite 
time  during  which  the  arrangement  shall  last,  no  change  will  be  made 
without  reasonable  warning  to  that  company,  unless  some  emergency, 
not  then  foreseen,  should  arise. 

'^  This  privilege  is  regarded  by  the  company  as  of  great  consequence, 
as  it  would  probably  enable  them  to  continue,  even  through  the  dull 
season,  the  regular  trips  of  their  vessels  bearing  the  United  States 
mail. 

^^  But  soon  after  this  privilege  was  granted,  Mr.  C.  Spreckles,  of  San 
Francisco,  a  large  owner  in  the  Occam  Steam  Navigation  Company 
recently  established  between  San  Francisco  and  the  Hawaiian  Islands, 
informed  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company  that  unless  the  demand 
previously  made  through  him  that  the  calling  of  the  company's  Aus- 
tralian steamers  at  Honolulu  be  discoDtiuued,  he  would  procure  an  abro- 
gation of  its  privilege  of  landing  Chinese  passengers  at  that  port. 

'^The  company,  distrusting  his  ability  to  accomplish  this  object,  de- 
clined the  proposition,  and  received  thereafter  notice  from  the  foreign 
minister,  dated  October  15  last,  that  his  Government  had  entered  into 
an  engagement  with  the  Oceanic  Steamship  Company,  conferring  on 
that  company  exclusive  privilege  to  transport  Chinese  immigrants,  and 
that  after  January  1, 1884.  permits  would  not  be  issued  by  Hawaiian 
consular  officers  in  China  or  the  United  States  for  such  purpose  to  ves. 
sels  of  other  companies. 
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^'  Mr.  Laaterbach  further  states  that  the  exclusive  ngbts  thus  cod- 
ferred  upon  the  Oceanic  line  cannot  be  enjoyed  by  it  directly,  iDasmncb 
as  it  does  not  appear  that  it  has  ever  proposed  to  perform  any  service 
between  the  Sandwich  Islands  and  China,  and  that,  in  keeping  with 
this  conclusion,  Mr.  Spreckles,  upon  the  refusal  of  the  Pacific  MaQ 
Steamship  Company  to  divert  its  Australian  vessels  from  Honolulu, 
proffered  to  the  British  company,  the  Occidental  and  Oriental  line,  the 
exclusive  privilege  conferred  on  the  Oceanic  line  by  the  Hawaiian  Gov- 
ernment. 

'<  While  the  ofPer  has  not  yet  been  accepted,  Mr.  Lauterbach  expresses 
the  expectation  that  it  will  be,  and  that  the  result  will  be  the  creation, 
by  these  acts,  of  a  special  and  exclusive  privilege  to  a  British  company. 

<^  The  provisions  of  treaty  obligations  between  Hawaii  and  the  United 
States  are  referred  to  as  contravened  by  an  arrangement  of  the  char- 
acter anticipated,  and  the  Department  is  asked  to  remonstrate  in  the 
premises  in  behalf  of  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company. 

^<  The  practical  effect  of  the  proposed  exclusive  grant  or  concession 
by  the  Hawaiian  Government  to  the  Oceanic  Line,  of  San  Francisco,  of 
which  Mr.  Spreckles  is  the  controlling  manager,  if  not  the  sole  owner, 
and  the  transfer  by  that  gentleman  of  the  franchise  or  right  thus  granted 
to  the  Occidental  and  Oriental  Company,  must  be  to  establish  and  main- 
tain a  discrimination  against  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company  in 
regard  to  an  important  and  profitable  element  of  their  carrying  trade; 
and  this,  as  it  is  conceived  by  this  Government,  would  be  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  spirit  of  the  first  and  second  articles  of  the  treaty  of  Decem- 
ber, 1849,  between  the  United  States  and  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  and 
directly  contrary  to  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  sixth  article  of  that 
treaty,  the  provisions  of  which  are  as  follows : 

^<<  Steam  vessels  of  the  United  States  which  may  be  employed  by  the 
Government  of  the  said  States  in  the  carrying  of  their  public  mails 
across  the  Pacific  Ocean,  or  from  one  port  in  that  ocean  to  another, 
shall  have  free  access  to  the  ports  of  the  Sandwich  Islands,  with  the 
privilege  of  stopping  therein  to  refit,  to  refi^sh,  to  land  passengers  and 
their  baggage,  and  for  the  transaction  of  any  business  pertaining  to  the 
public  mail  service  of  the  United  States,  and  shall  be  subject  in  such 
ports  to  no  duties  of  tonnage,  harbor,  light-houses,  quarantine,  or  other 
similar  duties  of  whatever  nature  or  under  whatever  denomination.' 

^'  It  is  true  that  the  exclusive  grant  of  the  Hawaiian  Government  is 
made  directly  to  the  Oceanic  Company,  an  American  corporation,  but 
its  transfer  by  Mr.  Spreckles  to  the  English  company,  and  the  refusal 
of  the  Hawaiian  consuls,  under  instructions  from  that  Government,  to 
grant  the  required  certificates  to  a  particular  class  of  passengers  unless 
they  take  passage  on  the  ships  of  the  line,  enjoying  the  exclusive  priv- 
ilege, accomplished  by  indirection  precisely  what  the  treaty  forbids 
being  done  directly,  t.  «.,  the  establishing  of  the  discriminating  policy 
in  navigation  and  commerce  against  steam  vessels  of  the  United  States 
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plying  between  the  eastern  and  western  shores  of  the  Pacific  Ocean  and 
carrying  its  mails.  The  right  of  the  Hawaiian  Government  to  admit  to 
or  to  exclade  from  its  dominions  immigrants  of  any  nationality  or  race 
is  not  for  a  moment  questioned  by  this,  bat  that  the  exclasive  privilege 
of  carrying  immigrants  who  are  admitted  to  Hawaii  shoald  be  accorded 
to  any  one  company  owning  a  particular  line  of  ships,  whether  Ameri- 
can, Hawaiian,  or  foreign  to  both  countries,  is  believed  to  be  in  itself 
unjust,  and,  as  I  have  already  observed,  wholly  inconsistent  with  the 
due  maintenance  of  the  treaty  of  1849,  The  Pacific  Mail  Steamship 
Company  have  no  right  to  demand  an  exclusive  privilege  in  such  car- 
rying trade,  but  it  may,  with  manifest  propriety,  under  the  terms  of  the 
treaty,  insist  that  no  discriminating  measures  against  its  vessels  shall 
be  maintained  or  permitted  by  the  Hawaiian  Government. 

"  You  will  present  the  subject  to  that  Government  in  the  light  of 
these  suggestions,  and  it  is  not  doubted  but  that  the  enlightened  sense 
of  justice  of  His  Hawaiian  Majesty  will  at  once  enable  him  to  see  the 
possible  injustice  involved  in  the  proposed  arrangement,  and  that  he 
will  inaugurate  the  necessary  measures  to  avert  its  being  carried  out." 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Daggett,  Nov.  15,  1883.    MSS.  Inst., 
HawaU ;  For.  Bel.,  1883. 

<<  I  have  had  the  honor  of  receiving  your  note  of  the  18th  of  October 
last,  inclosing  a  signed  protest  on  the  part  of  the  Hawaiian  Government 
against  the  annexation  of  archipelagoes  and  islands  of  Polynesia  by 
foreign  powers,  and  especially  by  Great  Britain,  in  behalf  of  which  pro- 
test the  sympathies  of  this  Government  are  asked. 

^^  It  is  unnecessary  to  assure  you  that  the  sympathies  of  this  Govern- 
ment and  the  people  of  this  country  are  always  in  favor  of  good  self- 
government  by  the  independent  communities  of  the  world. 

"While  we  could  not,  therefore,  view  with  complacency  any  movement 
tending  to  the  extinction  of  the  national  life  of  the  intimately  connected 
commonwealths  of  the  Northern  Pacific,  the  attitude  of  this  Govern- 
ment towards  the  distant  outlying  groups  of  Polynesia  is  necessarily 
different. 

"  It  is  understood  that  the  agitation  to  which  the  protest  refers  as 
BOW  existing  in  Australia  contemplates  the  immediate  protection  and 
eventual  annexation  of  the  New  Hebrides,  the  Solomon  Islands,  and  the 
immediately  adjacent  groups  of  the  Australian  colonial  system.  These 
islands  are  geographically  allied  to  Australasia  rather  than  to  Polynesia. 
At  no  time  have  they  so  asserted  and  maintained  a  separate  national 
life  as  to  entitle  them  to  entrance,  by  treaty  stipulations  and  established 
forms  of  competent  self-government,  into  the  family  of  nations,  as 
Hawaii  and  Samoa  have  done.  Their  material  development  has  been 
largely  due  to  their  intercourse  with  the  great  Australian  system,  near 
which  they  lie,  and  this  Government  would  not  feel  called  upon  to  view 
with  concern  any  ftirther  strengthening  of  such  intercourse  when  neither 
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the  sympathies  of  our  i>eople  are  touched  nor  their  direct  political  or 
oommercial  relations  with  those  scattered  communities  threatened  by 
the  proposed  change. 

<<  The  President,  before  whom  the  protest  has  been  brought,  moved  by 
these  considerations,  does  not  regard  the  matter  as  one  calling  for  the 
interposition  of  the  United  States,  either  to  oppose  or  support  the  sug- 
gested measure." 

Mr.  FreliDghayseD,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Carter,  Dec.  6,  1883.  MSS.  Notes, 
Hawaii. 

The  follpwing  Congressional  doonments  may  be  referred  to  in  this  connection : 

King  Kalakaua's  visit  to  United  States,  expenses  incurred  by  United  Statei, 
statement  of.    Deo.  9, 1876.    Senate  Ex.  Doc.  U,  44th  Cong.,  Ist  sess. 

Beciproclty  treaty.  President's  message.  Dec.  6,1875.  Honse  Ex.  Doc.  1, 44th 
Cong.,  1st  sess. 

Views  and  objections  to  the  bill  to  carry  the  treaty  into  effect.  Favorable  and 
adverse  reports.  Feb.  24, 1876.  Honise  Rep.  116,  parts  1  and  2,  44th  Cong., 
1st  sess. 

Proclamation  patting  the  treaty  into  effect.  President's  message.  Dec.  9, 1875. 
House  Ex.  Doc.  1,  44th  Cong.',  2d  sess. 

Termination  of  treaty .  Report  recommending  modifications  in,  instead  of  termi- 
nation of,  existing  treaty.  Jan.  16, 1883.  Hoase  Rep.  1860, 47th  Cong.,  2nd 
sess.    Jan.  29, 1883.    Part  2,  minority  report. 

Termination  of  treaty.  Favorable  report  and  minority  report.  Feb.  27, 1883. 
Senate  Rep.  1013,  47th  Cong.,  2d  sess.  Adverse  report.  Jan.  24,  1884. 
Senate  Rep.  76,  48th  Cong.  1st  sees.  Jan.  24,  1884.  Part  2,  minority  re- 
port. 

See  also  speeches  of  Mr.  Mitchell  and  of  Mr.  Morrill  on  the  Hawaiian  reciprocity 
treaty  of  1876,  Pamph.,  Dept.  of  State,  and  remarks  of  Messrs.  Allen  and 
Bontwell  on  the  bill  for  the  termination  of  that  treaty,  Pamph.,  Dept.  of 
State ;  and  pamphlet  by  Mr.  Spalding  on  same  topic,  id, 

(7)  Samoa,  CAKOLmE,  and  other  Pacific  Islands. 

§63 

In  March,  1872,  certain  commercial  arraDgements  were  made  hy 
Manga,  chief  of  Tatuila,  and  Commander  Meade,  of  the  U.  S.  8.  Kar- 
ragansett,  for  the  nse  of  the  port  of  Pango-PaDgo.  AccordiDg  to  a  sum- 
mary in  the  Nineteenth  Century  for  February,  1886,  "  it  was  arranged 
that  Pango-Pango  should  be  given  up  to  the  American  Government,  on 
condition  that  a  friendly  alliance  existed  between  that  island  and  the 
United  States.  Pango-Pango  Harbor  has  thus  passed  forever  from  the 
hands  of  the  British.^ 

For  the  agreement  of  Feb.  17,  1872,  between  Commander  Meade,  of  the  United 
States  Navy,  and  the  chief  of  the  Island  of  Tatnila,  one  of  the  ftamimff 
gronp,  conferring  on  the  United  States  the  exclnsive  privilege  of  establish- 
ing a  naval  station  in  snoh  island,  see  MSS.  Report  Book. 

As  to  claims  for  spoliations  by  V.  wrongful  acts  of  the  commercial  agent  of  the 
United  States  exercising  anthority,"  at  Apia  in  1855,  see  flense  Rep. 
No.  212,  35th  Cong.,  2d  sess. ;  Honse  Rep.  No.  569, 36th  Cong.,  Ist  aeae. ;  Sen- 
ate Rep.  Com.  No.  148,  36th  Cong.,  1st  sees. 

436 


CHAP,  m.]  SAMOA  AND   OTHER  PACIFIC   ISLANDS.  [§  63. 

^^The  Gk>vemment  of  the  Samoan  Islands  has  sent  an  envoy,  hi  the 
person  of  its  secretary  of  state,  to  invite  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  to  recognize  and  protect  their  independence,  to  establish  com- 
mercial relations  with  their  people,  and  to  assist  them  in  their  steps 
toward  regulated  and  responsible  government.  The  inhabitants  of 
these  islands,  having  made  considerable  progress  in  Ohristian  civiliza- 
tion and  the  development  of  trade,  are  doubtful  of  their  ability  to  main- 
tain i)eace  and  independence  without  the  aid  of  some  stronger  power. 
The  subject  is  deemed  worthy  of  respectful  attention,  and  the  claims 
upon  our  assistance  by  this  distant  community  will  be  carefully  con- 
sidered." 

Preaident  Hayes,  First  Annual  Message,  1877. 

*<The  treaty  with  the  Saraoan  Islands,  having  been  duly  ratified  and 
accepted  on  the  part  of  both  Governments,  is  now  in  operation,  and  a 
sorvey  and  soundings  of  the  harbor  of  Pango-Pango  have  been  made  by 
a  naval  vessel  of  the  United  States,  with  a  view  of  its  occupation  as  a 
naval  station,  if  found  desirable  to  the  service." 

President  Hayes*  Second  Annual  Message,  1878. 

<<A  naval  vessel  has  been  sent  to  the  Samoan  Islands,  to  make  sur- 
veys and  take  i)08session  of  the  privileges  ceded  to  the  United  States 
by  Samoa  in  the  harbor  of  Pango-Pango.  A  coaling-station  is  to  be  estab- 
lished there,  which  will  be  convenient  and  useful  to  United  States  ves- 
flels." 

President  Hayes,  Third  Annual  Message,  1879. 

^'  In  Samoa,  the  Government  of  King  Malietoa,  under  the  support  and 
recognition  of  the  consular  representatives  of  the  United  States,  Great 
Britain,  and  Germany,  seems  to  have  given  peace  and  tranquillity  to 
the  islands.  While  it  does  not  appear  desirable  to  adopt  as  a  whole 
the  scheme  of  tripartite  local  government,  which  has  been  proposed,  the 
common  interests  of  the  three  jjreat  treaty  powers  require  harmony  in 
their  relations  to  the  native  frame  of  government,  and  this  may  be  best 
secured  by  a  simple  diplomatic  agreement  between  them.  It  would  be 
well  if  the  consalar  jurisdiction  of  our  representative  at  Apia  were 
increased  in  extent  and  importance  so  as  to  guard  American  interests 
in  the  surrounding  and  oatlying  islands  of  Oceanica." 

President  Hayes,  Fourth  Annual  Message,  1880. 

<<  The  United  States,  the  same  as  Germany  and  Great  Britain,  does 
not  desire  the  triumph  of  any  particular  party,  but  the  restoration  of 
peace  and  order;  and  this  Government  further  desires  that  peace  and 
order  be  restored  by  the  establishment  of  a  firm,  stable,  independent 
native  Government  that  will  command  the  re8X>ect  and  support  of 
natives  and  foreigners.  There  is  nothing  in  any  of  the  instructions  of 
the  Department  to  our  consul  at  Apia  to  warrant  any  one  party  on  the 

437 


§  63]  INTERVENTION.  [CHAP.  lit 

islands  more  than  another  to  believe  that  this  Qovernment  was  lavor« 
able  to  their  cause ;  and  the  Department  wonld  regret  to  have  such  a& 
impression  prevail." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  von  Thielmann,  Jnne  15,  1877.    M8S.  Notes, 
Germ. 

^^A  naval  station  having  in  1872  been  established  in  the  harbor  of  the 
Bay  of  Pango-Pango,  under  an  agreement  with  tbe  great  chief  of  the 
bay,  and  the  attention  of  the  Government  drawn  by  highly  respectable 
commercial  persons  to  the  importance  of  the  growing  trade  and  com- 
merce of  the  United  States  with  the  islands  in  the  South  Pacific  Ocean, 
and  to  the  opportunities  of  increasing  our  commercial  relations  in  that 
quarter  of  the  globe,  it  was  determined,  as  the  Samoan  or  Navigator 
Islands  lay  in  tbe  track  of  such  trade,  and  were  reputed  to  abound  in 
good  harbors  and  to  be  very  fertile  and  their  inhabitants  friendly  towards 
this  Groverument,  to  send  a  special  agent  thither,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  a  thorough  examination  and  report  in  regard  to  all  the  points 
on  which  it  was  desirable  that  this  Government  should  be  informed." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Welsh,  May  15,  1H79.     MSS.  iDBt.,  Gr.  Brit. 

As  to  special  power  conferred  by  the  United  States  apon  A.  B.  Steinberger,  special 
agent  to  the  Samoan  Islands,  see  reports  of  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Presi- 
dent Grant,  May  1,  1876  (sent  by  him  to  the  Hoase  of  Kepresentatives). 
MSS.  Report  Book. 
The  foUowing  Congressional  documents  may  be  consulted  in  this  relatiou : 

Beportas  to  the  character  of  the  island,  the  inhabitants,  nature  and  quantity 
of  the  agricultural  and  other  productions,  the  character  of  the  harbors,  ^nd 
the  form  of  Qovernment,  by  A.  B.  Steinberger.  special  agent  of  the  United 
States.  President's  message.  Apr.  21,  1-874.  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  45,  43d 
Cong.,  I8tse68« — Further  report.  President's  message.  May  1,1876.  House 
Ex.  Doc.  161,  44th  Cong.,  first  sess. 

Further  correspondence.  President's  message.  Feb.  24, 1877.  House  Ex.  Doo. 
44,  44th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 

Political  and  commercial  report  of  Gustavns  Coward.  President's  message. 
Mar.  20, 1879.    (Senate  Ex.  Doc.  2,  46th  Cong.,  Ist  sess.) 

Steinberger's  bargain  of  Sept.  10, 1874,  with  the  house  of  Godeffroy  &  Son,  of 
Hamburg,  by  which  his  influence  in  the  Samoan  Islands  is  made  over  to 
that  house,  is  given  in  the  Nineteenth  Century  for  Feb.,  1886,  pp.  288^ 
289.  The  same  periodical  (p.  305)  gives  the  German  negotiations  with  Sa- 
moa. 

^^The  Ealik  group  of  islands  in  the  Marshall  Archipelago"  ^'is  un- 
derstood to  be  under  no  foreign  flag  or  protectorate,  and  to  feel  no 
foreign  influence  other  than  that  of  the  resident  consular  ofQcer,  a  Ger- 
man, and  of  the  distant  consular  representatives  at  Samoa  and  Fiji, 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  which  the  Ealik  Islands  seem  to  fall."  Hence 
this  Government,  in  desiring  to  aid  the  native  Government  of  those 
islands  in  the  establishment,  in  connection  with  the  missionaiies,  of 
temperance  restrictions,  can  only  do  so  through  the  agency  of  the 
Gtorman  Government. 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  White,  Nov.  13, 1880,    MSS.  Inst.,  Germ. 
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<^  For  your  information  I  inclose  a  copy  of  an  instruction  recently  sent 
to  oar  legation  at  Madrid  in  regard  to  the  mode  of  procedore  by  which 
the  crimes  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  an  American  citizen  on 
the  Island  of  Gnap,  or  Yap,  might  be  reached  and  punished.  This  in- 
struction (No.  381,  of  August  3, 1885,  to  Mr.  Foster)  abundantly  shows 
that  we  not  only  have  not  the  slightest  purpose  of  asserting  claim  to  the 
Oaroline  Islands  in  virtue  of  the  large  American  interests  established 
there,  but  that  we  seek  to  respect  whatever  sovereign  jurisdiction  may  be 
established  as  existing  there,  without  even  indicating  an  opinion  as  to 
questions  of  legitimate  conti:pversy  by  either  Spain  or  Germany." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Pendleton,  Sept.  7,  1885.    MSS.  Inst.,  Germ. 

The  instruction  to  Mr.  Foster,  above  referred  to,  had  to  do  with  the  pnniKhment 
of  an  aUeged  American  trader  for  crimes  against  natives  in  his  employ  on 
the  Island  of  Gaap.  After  alluding  to  the  difficulties  in  the  way  of  reach- 
ing him,  it  was  suggested  that  if,  as  was  reported,  orders  had  been  issued 
at  Madrid  to  establish  the  Jurisdiction  of  Spain  over  the  Caroline  Islands, 
of  which  Gnap  was  one,  the  Spanish  authorities,  if  it  be  determined  they 
have  Jurisdiction,  could  cause  him  to  be  arrested  and  brought  to  the  nearest 
court  competent  to  try  the  case. 

^^  Your  communication  of  the  17th  instant,  referring  to  this  Depart- 
ment a  letter  addressed  to  you  by  Mr.  A.  Crawford,  of  San  Francisco, 
in  relation  to  the  aUeged  action  of  Germany  in  claiming  the  sovereignty 
of  the  islands  of  the  Samoan,  Gilbert,  and  Marshall  groups,  has  been  re- 
ceived. In  reply,  I  have  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  we  have  no  treaty 
relations  with  the  Gilbert  and  Marshall  Islands,  or  any  knowledge  of 
the  intention  of  Germany  with  respect  thereto,  except  the  reports  which 
reach  us,  with  more  or  less  authenticity,  that  Great  Britain  and  Ger- 
many have  agreed  upon  lines  of  division  in  the  Pacific  Ocean,  by  which 
determinate  areas  will  be  open  to  the  exclusive  settlement  and  control 
of  the  respective  Governments.  The  case  is  difierent  in  Samoa,  with 
which  country  we  have  established  treaty  relations.  The  German  Gov- 
ernment has  repeatedly  disclaimed  any  intention  to  interfere  with  these 
treaty  relations  in  any  way.  The  recently  reported  occurrences  in 
Samoa  are  not  as  yet  fully  understood,  and  further  knowledge  is  awaited 
before  forming  a  definite  judgment.  As  to  the  outlying  unattached 
groups  of  islands,  dependent  upon  no  recognized  sovereignty,  and  set- 
tled sporadically  by  representatives  of  many  nationalities  whose  tenure 
depends  on  prior  occupancy  of  inhabited  territory  or  on  a  good  under- 
standing with  the  natives  of  the  inhabited  islands,  we  conceive  that  the 
rights  of  American  settlers  therein  should  rest  on  the  same  footing  as 
others.  We  claim  no  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  their  behalf,  and  are  not 
called  upon  to  admit  on  the  part  of  any  other  nationality  rights  which 
might  operate  to  oust  our  citizens  from  rights  which  they  may  be  found 
to  share  equally  with  others.  In  cases  of  actual  annexation  of  such 
islands  by  any  foreign  power,  we  should  expect  that  our  citizens  peace- 
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ably  established  there  would  be  treated  on  a  basis  of  eqaalily  with  the 
citizens  or  sabjects  of  snch  power.  These  views  have  been  commoni- 
eated  to  oar  ministers  at  London  and  Berlin  for  their  guidance. 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morrow,  Feb.  26, 1886.    M8S.  Dom.  Let. 

<'  My  recent  instructions  to  you  show  the  deep  concern  which  this 
Government  feels  in  the  reported  operations  of  Germany  in  the  Samoan 
Islands,  with  which  we  have  treaty  relations.  We  have  no  treaty  rela- 
tions with  the  Marshall  or  Gilbert  groups.  They  are  understood  to  be- 
long to  the  large  category  of  hitherto  unclaimed  islands  which  have  been 
under  no  asserted  administration,  and  where  the  traders  of  various  na- 
tionalities  have  obtained  lodgment  through  good  relations  with  the 
natives.  Of  the  Gilbert  Islands  we  have  no  precise  information.  Mr. 
von  Alvensleben  recently  stated  in  conversation  that  the  German  claim 
to  the  Caroline  Islands  having  been  decided  adversely,  Germany  would, 
instead,  take  possession  of  the  Marshall  group.  It  is  understood,  but 
informally  so,  that  an  arrangement  exists  between  Great  Britain  and 
Germany  whereby  the  two  powers  will  confine  their  respective  insular 
annexations  in  the  Pacific  Ocean  within  defined  areas  or  zones,  and  that 
under  this  arrangement  the  Marshall  Islands  fall  within  the  zone  where 
Germany  can  operate  without  coming  into  collision  with  Great  Britain. 

^^  It  is  not  easy  to  see  how  either  Great  Britain  or  Germany  can  assert 
the  right  to  control  and  to  divide  between  them  insular  possessions 
which  have  hitherto  been  free  to  the  trade  of  all  flags,  and  which  owe 
the  civilizing  rudiments  of  social  organization  they  possess  to  the  set> 
tlement  of  pioneers  of  other  nationalities  than  British  or  German.  If 
colonial  acquisition  were  an  announced  policy  of  the  United  States,  it 
is  clear  that  this  country  would  have  an  equal  right  with  Great  Britain 
or  Germany  to  assert  a  claim  of  possession  in  respect  of  islands  settled 
by  American  citizens,  either  alone  or  on  a  footing  of  equality  with  Brit- 
ish and  German  settlers. 

^<  There  are  islands  in  the  Pacific  Ocean  known  to  be  wholly  in  the 
undisturbed  possession  of  American  citizens  as  peaceable  settlers,  and 
there  are  many  others  where  American  citizens  have  established  them- 
selves in  commou  with  other  foreigners.  We,  of  course,  claim  no  ex- 
clusive jurisdictional  right  by  reason  of  such  occupancy,  and  are  not 
called  upon  tondmit  it  in  the  ca^e  of  like  occupancy  by  others. 

"What  we  think  we  have  a  right  to  expect,  and  what  we  are  confi- 
dent will  be  cheerfully  extended  as  a  recognized  right,  is  that  interests 
found  to  have  been  created  in  favor  of  peaceful  American  settlers  in 
those  distant  regions  shall  not  be  disturbed  by  the  assertion  of  exclusive 
claims  of  territorial  jurisdiction  on  the  part  of  any  power  which  has 
never  put  forth  any  show  of  administration  therein ;  that  their  trade 
and  intercourse  shall  not  in  any  way  be  hampered  or  taxed  otherwise 
than  as  are  the  trade  and  intercourse  of  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  the 

440 


CHAP,  in.]         SAMOA  AND   OTHEB  PACIFIC   ISLANDS.  [§  63k 

power  asserting  sach  exdusive  jurisdiction,  and,  in  short,  that  the 
equality  of  their  tenancy  jointly  with  others,  or  the  validity  of  their 
tenancy  where  they  may  be  the  sole  occupants,  shall  be  admitted  ac- 
cording to  the  established  principles  of  equity  and  justice." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Pendleton,  Feb.  27, 1886.    MSS.  Inst.,  Germ. 

^<  Nowhere  were  justice  and  the  rights  of  the  native  inhabitants  more 
cynically  regarded  than  in  Samoa  by  the  great  Grerman  tiading  firms. 
The  people  of  that  group  belong  to  the  finest  of  the  Polynesian  races. 
They  are  sll  nominally  Christians,  and  have  never  deserved  the  title  of 
<  savage'  except  in  its  acceptation  of  <  not  civilized.'  Unhappily  tribal 
animosities  and  the  machinations  of  interested  and  unscrupulous  white 
men  led  to  a  series  of  wars.  The  combatants  were  anxious  to  procure 
fire-arms,  and  the  traders  declined  to  sell  them  except  for  land.  The 
result  was  that  between  1869  and  1872  not  less  than  100,000  acres  passed 
into  German  ownership  at  a  virtual  cost  of  a  few  pence  per  acre.  For 
much,  not  even  this  consideration  was  given.  The  ignorant  natives 
were  deluded  into  signing  documents  which  they  could  not,  in  the  least, 
understand,  and  which  were  held  to  give  the  white  occupiers  a  secure 
title.  At  present  the  German  land  claims  in  Samoa  comprise  232,000 
acres.  British  subjects  claim  not  less  than  357,000.  There  is,  however, 
this  important  difference  between  the  positions  of  the  German  and  the 
British  claimants ;  the  former  have  so  far  made  their  claims  effective 
that  they  occupy  and  cultivate  jast  as  much  of  the  soil  as  they  can 
work,  whilst  the  latter's  exist  only  on  paper  and  are  not  insisted  on  by 
our  Government.  •  •  •  The  preservation  of  the  native  races,  whose 
diminution  is  hastened  by  the  labor  trade,  is  of  vital  importance  to  the 
white  settlers  in  Oceania.  England  has  attempted  to  protect  the  isl- 
anders, but  not  very  successfully.  Certain  alterations  in  the  law  have 
been  recommended,  but  it  is  doubtful  if  these,  should  they  be  made, 
will  effect  much.  We  concur  with  Baron  Hiibner  in  thinking  that  the 
only  remedy  is  to  be  looked  for  in  some  international  agreement,  ^  the 
terms  of  which  should  apply  to  all  mankind  living  or  moving  in  the 
archipelagoes  or  regions  of  the  Western  Pacific'  The  precedent  of 
Apia  in  Samoa  is  encouraging.  That  town  and  the  immediate  neigh- 
borhood are  governed  by  a  municipal  board  under  the  joint  supervision 
of  the  consuls  of  Great  Britain,  Germany,  and  the  United  States.  It 
still  forms  part  of  the  dominions  of  the  King  of  Samoa,  but  the  admin- 
istration is  in  '  the  hands  of  the  municipality  and  the  consuls.' " 

Edinburgh  Rev.,  (July,  1886,)  87,92. 

Ab  to  title  to  Christmas  Island,  situated  in  the  Pacific  Ocean,  see  Mr.  Eyarts, 
Sec.  of  state,  to  Sir  E.  Thornton,  Apr.  1,  1879.    MSS.  Notes,  Gr.  Brit. 

As  to  Midway  Islands,  see  Mr.  Welles's  report,  July  18, 1668 ;  Senate  Ex. 
Doc.  No.  79,  40th  Cong.,  2d  sess. ;  Senate  Rep.  Com.  No.  194,  40th  Cong., 
ddsess. 

As  to  American  Missions  in  the  Caroline  Islands,  see  Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State, 
to  Mr.  Pendleton,  Sept.  7,  1885.    MSS.  Inst.    Germ.    Supra,  $  54. 

As  to  sovereignty  of  such  islands,  see  instructions  of  same  date,  of  same  to 
same. 

As  to  seizure  by  British  Gk>vemment  of  Tigre  Island  in  the  Gulf  of  Fonseca,  Cen- 
tral America,  see  message  of  President  Fillmore,  of  July  22,  1850,  with  ac- 
companying papers,  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  75,  31st  Cong.,  1st  sess. 
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(8)  COBEA. 

§  64. 

The  iDdependence  of  Gorea  of  China  is  to  be  regarded  by  the  ITiiited 
States  as  now  established. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Toung,  Aug.  4,  1882.    MSS.  Inst., 
China.    See  also  Mr.  Davis  to  Mr.  Toang,  Jan.  22,  1883.    Ibid. 

^^  The  existence  of  international  relations  between  the  two  countries 
(the  United  States  and  Gorea),  as  eqnal  contracting  parties,  is  to  be 
Tiewed  simply  as  an  accepted  fact." 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tonng,  Jane  9,  1883^    Ibid, 

m 

^<  The  United  States,  as  yon  are  aware,  were  the  first  western  power 
to  conclade  a  treaty  with  Gorea.  By  reason  of  this  fact,  and  perhaps 
to  give  greater  emphasis  to  the  friendship  so  happily  initiated,  the 
Gorean  Government  soaght  the  introduction  into  the  treaty  of  the  pro- 
vision on  which  this  application  rests.  It  was  admitted  by  us  as  evi- 
dence of  our  impartial  desire  to  see  the  independence  and  peace  of  Gorea 
well  established.  The  second  clause  of  Article  I  of  the  treaty  of  May 
22, 1882,  between  the  United  States  and  Gorea,  reads  thus : 

"*  If  other  powers  deal  unjustly  or  oppressively  with  either  Govern- 
ment, the  other  will  exert  their  good  offices,  on  being  informed  of  the 
case,  to  bring  about  an  amicable  arrangement,  thus  showing  their 
friendly  feelings.' 

^^  Except  that  the  provision  is  made  reciprocal,  it  follows  the  phrase- 
ology of  Article  I  of  our  treaty  of  1858  with  Ghina. 

^^  This  Government  could  not,  of  course,  construe  the  engagement 
thus  entered  into  as  empowering  or  requiring  us  to  decide  and  main- 
tain that  the  acts  in  respect  to  which  good  offices  are  desired  are,  in 
fEM^t,  unjust  and  oppressive.  Snch  a  construction  wonld  naturally  render 
nugatory  any  attempt  to  derive  good  results  from  the  engagement." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Phelps,  Aug.  19,  1885.    MSS.  Inst.,  Or.  Brit 
See  a  series  of  interesting  dispatches  from  Mr.  Fonlk,  charge  d'afibireaod  ti»- 
terim,  at  Corea,  in  For.  Rel.,  1885. 

(9)  Faucland  Islands. 
§65. 

The  Gtovemment  of  the  "United  States  will  protect  citizens  of  the 
United  States  having  fishing  rights  on  the  Falkland  Islands  from  the 
interference  of  parties  claiming  under  Buenos  Ayres. 

Mr.  Livingston,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Baylies,  Jan.  26,  1832.    MSS.  Inst.,  Am. 
States.    Same  to  same,  Apr.  3,  1832.    Ibid, 
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Vessels  of  the  TJnited  States  yisitmg  the  Falkland  Islands  have  in 
fhem  ^^castomary  privileges,"  which  ought  not  to  be  abridged  bj  arbi- 
trary decrees  of  the  British  Government. 

Mr.  Maroy,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Baohonan,  Sept.  27, 1854.    MSS.  Inst.,  Or.  Brit. 
The  papers  relative  to  the  seisare  by  the  British  authorities  at  the  Falkland 

Islands,  in  1854,  of  the  ship  Hudson  and  schooner  Washington,  are  given 

in  the  report  of  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  Jan.  16, 1672,  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No. 

19,  42d  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
The  correspondence  with  Buenos  Ayres  with  respect  to  the  Falkland  Islands  wiU 

be  found  in  the  Br.  and  For.  St.  Pap.  for  1832^3,  vol.  20,  312. 

^^  The  Argentine  Government  has  revived  the  long  dormant  question 
of  the  Falkland  Islands,  by  claiming  from  the  United  States  indemnity  for 
their  loss,  attributed  to  the  action  of  the  commander  of  the  sloop-of-war 
LexingtOD  in  breaking  np  a  piratical  colony  on  those  islands  in  1831, 
and  their  subsequent  occupation  by  Great  Britain.  In  view  of  the 
ample  justification  for  the  act  of  the  Lexington,  and  the  derelict  condi- 
tion of  the  islands  before  and  after  their  alleged  occupation  by  Argen- 
tine colonists,  this  Government  considers  the  claim  as  wholly  ground- 
less.'' 

President  Cleveland,  First  Annual  Message^  1885. 

^^The  right  of  the  Argentine  Government  to  jurisdiction  over  it  (the 
territory  of  the  Falkland  Islands),  being  contested  by  another  power 
(Great  Britain),  and  upon  grounds  of  claim  long  antecedent  to  the  acts 
of  Captain  Duncan  which  General  Alvear  details,  it  is  conceived  that 
the  United  States  ought  not,  until  the  controversy  upoa  the  subject 
between  those  two  Governments  shall  be  settled,  to  give  a  final  answer 
to  General  Alvear's  note,  involving,  as  that  answer  must,  under  exist- 
ing circumstances,  <a  departure  from  that  which  has  hitherto  been  con- 
sidered as  the  cardiij:il  policy  of  this  Government." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  General  Alvear,  Dec.  4, 1841 ;  quoted  by  Mr. 
Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Qaesada,  Mar.  18, 1886.    MSS.  Notes,  Arg.  Rep. 

**Thi8  Government  is  not  a  party  to  the  controversy  between  the 
Argentine  Republic  and  Great  Britain;  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  it 
has  delayed,  with  the  tacit  consent  of  the  former,  a  finai  answer  to  its 
demands.  For  it  is  conceived  that  the  question  of  the  liability  of  the 
United  States  to  the  Argentine  Eepublic  for  the  acts  of  Captain  Dun- 
can, in  1831,  is  so  closely  related  to  the  question  of  sovereignty  over 
the  Falkland  Islands,  that  the  decision  of  the  former  question  would 
inevitably  be  interpreted  as  an  expression  of  opinion  on  the  merits  of 
the  latter.  Such  an  expression  it  is  the  desire  of  this  Government  to 
avoid,  so  far  as  an  adequate  reference  to  the  points  of  argument  pre- 
sented in  the  notes  recently  addressed  to  this  Department  on  the  behalf 
of  your  Government  will  permit.    •    •    • 

*<As  the  jesumptiou  of  actual  occupation  of  the  Falkland  Islands  by 
Great  Britain  in  1833  took  place  under  a  claim  of  title  which  had  been 
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previoasly  asserts  and  maintained  by  that  Oovernmenti  it  is  not  seen 
that  the  Monroe  doctrine,  which  has  been  invoked  on  the  part  of  the 
Argentine  Bepablic,  has  any  application  to  the  case.  By  the  terms  in 
which  that  principle  of  international  conduct  was  annonnced,  it  was 
expressly  excluded  from  retroactive  operation. 

^<  If  the  circumstances  had  been  different,  and  the  acts  of  the  British 
Government  had  been  in  violation  of  that  doctrine,  this  Qovemment 
conld  never  regard  its  failure  to  assert  it  as  creating  any  liability  to 
another  power  for  injuries  it  may  have  sustained  in  consequence  of  the 
omission.    •    •    • 

"But  it  is  believed  that,  even  if  it  could  be  shown  that  the  Argentine 
Eepublic  possesses  the  rightful  title  to  the  sovereignty  of  the  Falkland 
Islands,  there  would  not  be  wanting  ample  grounds  upon  which  the 
conduct  of  Captain  Duncan  in  1831  could  be  defended.    •    •    • 

"On  the  whole,  it  is  not  seen  that  the  United  States  committed  any 
invasion  of  the  just  rights  of  the  Government  of  Buenos  Ayres  in  put- 
ting an  end  in  1831  to  Vernet's  lawless  aggressions  upon  the  persons 
and  property  of  our  citizens." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Qnesada,  Mar.  18,  1886.    M8S.  Notes,  Aig. 
Rep. 

The  President,  in  a  message  to  Congress,  and  in  the  correspondence 
carried  on  with  the  Government  of  Buenos  Ayres,  having  denied  the 
jurisdiction  of  that  country  over  the  Falkland  Islands,  the  courts  must 
take  the  fkcts  to  be  so. 

WilliamB  v,  Suffolk  Insurance  Company,  13  Pet.,  415. 

Where  an  oflScer  of  the  Kavy,  without  instructions  from  his  Govern- 
ment, seized  property  in  the  Falkland  Islands,  claimed  by  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  which,  it  was  alleged,  had  been  piratically  taken  by 
a  person  pretending  to  be  governor  of  the  islands,  it  was  held,  that  such 
officer  had  no  right,  without  express  direction  from  his  Govern  ment| 
to  enter  the  territoriality  of  a  country  at  peace  with  the  United  States 
and  seize  proper|;y  found  there  claimed  by  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
Application  for  redress  should  have  been  made  to  the  judicial  tribu- 
nals of  the  country. 

Davison  v.  Seal-skins,  2  Paine,  324. 

(10)  LIBBRIA. 

§66. 

<<The  United  States  are  not  averse  to  having  the  great  powers  know 
that  they  publicly  recognize  the  peculiar  relations  between  them  and 
Liberia,  and  that  they  are  prepared  to  take  every  proper  step  to  main- 
tain them.  To  this  end,  it  is  not  inexpedient  that  you,  and  Mr.  Lowell 
also  on  his  return  to  his  post  from  his  present  leave,  should  evince  a 
lively  interest  in  the  movements  of  both  Great  Britain  and  France  in 
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the  neighborhood  of  Liberia,  withoat,  however,  showing  any  nndae 
anxiety  or  offensive  cariosity  in  the  matter.'' 

Mr.  E^artB,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hoppin,  Apr.  21, 1880.    MSS.  Inst.,  Gr.  Brit. 

As  to  suggested  Frenoh  ''protectorate  of  Liberia,''  see  Mr.  Evarts,  See.  of  State, 

to  Mr.  Noy es,  Apr.  21, 1880,  and  preceding  instmctions.    MSS.  Inst. ,  France. 

^^  On  the  14th  instant,  in  a  conference  with  me,  the  minister  of  Ger- 
many at  this  capital  stated  that  in  October  last  the  Oerman  steamer 
Oarlos,  Gapt.  P.  0.  Nickelsen,  with  a  cargo  from  Hambnrg  for  Lagos, 
via  Sasstown,  fell  into  distress  on  the  coast  of  Liberia ;  that  the  natives 
of  the  coast  of  the  ^'  Kronbah  "  tribe  took  advantage  of  the  helpless 
condition  of  the  vessel  to  plunder  her  of  the  greater  part  of  her  cargo, 
besides  robbing  and  maltreating  her  crew,  who  sought  to  escape  in  the 
vessel's  life-boats ;  and  that  the  Liberian  6ove):nment  showed  the  sin- 
cerest  wish  to  pnnish  snch  proceedings,  but  declared  itself  nnable  to 
exert  authority  to  that  end  over  the  lawless  Eronbahs.  Under  these 
droumstances  Mr.  Yon  Schlozer  said  that  the  Oerman  Government  had 
ordered  the  Victoria  of  the  imperial  navy  to  proceed  to  Liberia  and  there 
assist  the  Government  of  that  Bepublic  in  the  pursuit  and  punishment 
of  the  offenders,  as  a  step  in  the  general  interest  of  all  commercial  na- 
tions. He  at  the  same  time  asked  that  yon  might  be  informed  of  the 
occurrence,  and  of  the  purpose  of  his  Government  in  the  premises. 

^*  It  is  not  understood  that  the  coast-dwellers  who  committed  this 
injury  on  a  peaceable  foreign  vessel  and  her  crew  are  unsubdued  rebels 
to  the  Liberian  Government,  or  pirates  in  the  common  international 
acceptation  of  the  term ;  but  it  is  inferred  that  they  are  simply  lawless 
wreckers,  outside  of  the  prompt  and  efSicacious  control  of  the  central 
Government.  In  this  view,  and  to  the  end  of  securing  foreign  life  and 
property  from  iuhosi)itable  attacks  on  the  coast  in  question,  it  is  pre- 
sumed that  the  Liberian  Government  would  gladly  avail  itself  of  any 
proper  and  friendly  aid  from  without  in  making  its  own  laws  and  power 
felt  within  its  own  jurisdiction. 

^'  Should  the  Liberian  minister  of  state  consult  with  you  on  this  point 
in  view  of  the  attitude  of  advisory  friendliness  which  this  Government 
has  constantly  maintained  toward  that  of  Liberia,  you  are  at  liberty  to 
express  to  him  the  view  of  the  matter  entertained  here,  adding  that  had 
the  case  affected  an  American  vessel  and  crew,  this  Government  would 
not  have  failed  to  consider  in  a  proper  spirit  any  request  made  to  it  by 
that  of  Liberia  for  aid  such  as  Germany  is  now  prepared  to  render. 

^'  It  is  not,  however,  needful  for  you  to  make  any  snch  statement  in 
advance  of  the  subject  being  brought  to  your  attention.'' 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Smyth,  Feb.  28, 1881.     MSS.  Inst.,  Liberia; 
For.  Bel.,  1881. 

The  treaty  of  the  United  States  with  Liberia  does  not  authorize  or 

require  the  United  States  to  interfere  with  their  naval  forces  to  preserve 

order  or  to  compel  obedience  to  law  in  Liberia- 
Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Smyth^  Jnly  12, 1879.    MSS.  Inst.,  Liberia. 

445 


§  67.]  INTERVENTION.  [CHAP.  UL 

Nor  sfaoald  the  United  States  minister  at  Liberia  interfere  with  the 
Government  thereof  by  obtruding  political  advice. 

Same  to  same,  Jan.  7,  1880.  Bat  see  Mr.  BlaiDe,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Smsrth, 
June  27,  1881,  tdid.  ' 

Liberia,  although  not  a  colony  of  the  United  States,  began  its  inde- 
pendent career  as  an  offshoot  of  this  country,  which  bears  to  it  a  quoH 
parental  relationship  which  authorizes  the  United  States  to  interpose 
its  good  offices  in  any  contest  between  Liberia  and  a  foreign  state,  and 
a  refasal  to  give  the  United  States  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  for  this 
purpose  would  make  ^'  an  unfavorable  impression  in  the  minds  of  the 
Government  and  the  people  of  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Frellnghaysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Ronstan,  Ang.  22, 1884.    MSB.  Notet^ 

France. 
Beport  adverse  to  providing  means  to  make  sarvey  for  a  railroad  inLibezia  wai 

made  Mar.  5,  1878.    Honse  Rep.  349,  45th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
Memorial  asking  that  a  sarvey  be  made  for  a  railroad  in  Liberia.    Feb.  IS, 

1879.    Senate  Mis.  Doo.  67,  45th  Cong.,  3d  sess. 
As  to  boundaries  of  Liberia,  see  Mr.  Davis,  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  LoweU, 

Sept.  15,  1882 ;   Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lowell,  Apr.  9, 

1883,  Aug.  19,  1884;  MSB.  Inst.,  Gr.  Brit. ;  Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Bee.  of  State, 

to  Mr.  Smyth,  Dec.  21,  1882,  Apr.  8,  1883  and  Jane  19, 1883.     MS8.In0t» 

Liberia. 
Mr.  Gorley's  report  of  Feb.  15,  1850,  on  the  then  condition  of  Liberia  is  giTen 

in  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  75,  31st  Cong.,  1st  sess. 

(11)  China. 
§67. 

For  consular  jurisdiction  in  China,  see  iii/Va,  $  135 ;  as  to  treaties  with  China^ 
infraj  $  144. 

President  Van  Buren's  message  of  Feb.  25, 1840,  introducing  an  elaborate  report 
of  the  Secretary  of  State  on  the  state  of  American  trade  with  China,  is  given 
in  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  119,  20th  Cong.,  Ist  sess.  See  also  House  Doc.  No. 
170,  same  Congress. 

President  Tyler's  message  of  Dec.  30, 1842,  in  relation  to  China  and  the  Sand- 
wich Islands,  was  written  by  Mr.  Webster,  2  Curtis'  Life  of  Webster, 
176. 

<<  You  will  State,  in  the  fullest  manner,  the  acknowledgment  of  the 
Government  that  the  commercial  regulations  of  the  Empire,  having 
become  fairly  and  fully  known,  ought  to  be  respected  by  all  ships  and 
all  persons  visiting  its  ports ;  and  if  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
under  these  circumstances,  are  found  violating  well  known  laws  of  trade, 
their  Government  will  not  interfere  to  protect  them  from  the  conse- 
quences of  their  own  illegal  conduct.  You  will,  at  the  same  time, 
assert  and  maintain,  on  all  occasions,  the  equality  and  independence  of 
your  own  country.  The  Chinese  are  apt  to  speak  of  persons  coming 
into  the  Empire  from  other  nations  as  tribute  bearers  to  the  Emperor. 
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'This  idea  has  been  fostered  perhaps  by  the  costly  parade  embassies  of 
England.  All  ideas  of  this  kind,  respecting  your  mission,  mast,  should 
they  arise,  be  immediately  met  by  a  dedmratiou,  not  made  ostenta- 
tiously, or  in  a  manner  reproachful  towards  others,  that  you  are  no 
tribute-bearer;  that  your  Government  pays  tribute  to  none  and  ex- 
pects tribute  ^m  none;  and  that  even  as  to  presents,  your  Government 
neither  makes  nor  accepts  presents.        •        •        • 

<<  You  will  say  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  is  always 
controlled  by  a  sense  of  religion  and  of  honor ;  that  nations  differ  in 
their  religious  opinions  and  observances ;  that  you  cannot  do  anything 
which  the  religion  of  your  own  country,  or  the  sentiments  of  honor, 
forbid ;  that  you  have  the  most  profound  respect  for  His  Majesty  the 
Emperor;  that  you  are  ready  to  make  to  him  all  manifestations  of  hom- 
age which  are  consistent  with  your  own  sense ;  and  that  you  are  sure 
His  Majesty  is  too  just  to  desire  you  to  violate  your  own  duty ;  that 
you  should  deem  yourself  quite  unworthy  to  appear  before  His  Miyesty 
as  peace-bearer  from  a  great  and  powerful  nation,  if  you  should  do 
anything  against  religion  or  against  honor,  as  understood  by  the  Gov- 
ernment and  people  in  the  country  you  came  from.  Taking  care  thus 
in  no  way  to  allow  the  Government  or  people  of  China  to  consider  you 
as  tribute-bearer  from  your  Government,  or  as  acknowledging  its  infe- 
riority, dn  any  respect,  to  that  of  China,  or  any  other  nation,  you  will 
bear  in  mind,  at  the  same  time,  what  is  due  to  your  own  personal  dig- 
nity and  the  character  which  you  bear.  You  will  represent  to  the 
Chinese  authorities,  nevertheless,  that  you  are  directed  to  pay  to  His 
Majesty  the  Emperor  the  same  marks  of  respect  and  homage  as  are 
paid  by  your  Government  to  His  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  Russia,  or 
any  other  of  the  great  powers  of  the  world." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cashing,  May  8,  1843.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

The  participation,  by  a  consul  of  the  CTaited  States  in  China,  in  the 
opium  trade,  after  notice  forbidding  such  participation,  is  ground  for  his 
dismissal. 

Mr.  Legar6,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cnshing,  Jane  12,  1843.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

^<  I  entered  China  with  the  formed  general  conviction  that  the  United 
States  ought  not  to  concede  to  any  foreign  state,  under  any  circum- 
stances, jurisdiction  over  the  life  and  liberty  of  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  unless  that  foreign  state  be  of  our  own  family  of  nations — in  a 
word,  a  Christian  state.  In  China  I  found  that  Great  Britain  had  stipu- 
lated for  the  absolute  exemption  of  her  subjects  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Empire ;  while  the  Portuguese  attain  the  same  object  through  their 
own  local  jurisdiction  at  Macao.  This  exemption  in  behalf  of  citizens 
of  the  United  States  is  agreed  to  in  terms  by  the  letter  of  the  treaty  of 
Wang-Hiya.    By  that  treaty  the  laws  of  the  Union  follow  its  citizens, 
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and  its  banner  protects  them,  even  within  the  domain  of  the  Chinese 
Empire." 

Mr.  Cuelitng  to  Mr.  Calboun,  Sept.  29, 1844.    MSS.  Deepatohes  China.    Cited  in 

Lawrence's  WheatoD  (ed.  1863),  223. 
As  to  consular  jurisdiction  in  China;  see  infra,  $  125. 

In  cases  of  aggravated  crimes  by  citizens  of  the  United  States  in 
China  after  the  treaty  giving  jurisdiction  of  snch  cases  to  United  States 
consuls,  but  before  Congressional  legislation,  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  at  China  was  instructed  to  send  the  criminals  inculpated  to  the 
United  States  for  trial. 

Mr.  Buchanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  A.  H.  Everett,  Apr.  15, 1845.    MSS.  Inst., 
China. 

When  an  attack  is  threatened  on  a  consulate  or  diplomatic  agency  in 
China,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officers  in  charge  to  give  notice  to  the  local 
authorities,  and,  in  failure  of  adequate  aid,  such  officers  may  take  their 
defense  in  their  own  hands.  The  Chinese  Government  will  afterwards 
be  held  liable  for  any  losses  occurring  from  its  neglect  to  give  efficient  aid. 

Mr.  Buchanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  A.  H.  Everett,  Jan.  28,  1847.    MSS.  Inst, 

China. 
The  message  of  President  Pierce  of  July  19, 1854,  containing  the  correspondence 

between  the  Department  of  State  and  the  late  comniissioner  to  China,  Mr. 

Humphrey  Marshall,  is  contained  in  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  123,  33d  Cong., 

1st  sess. 

<'  It  is  difficult  to  lay  down  any  precise  rule  for  regulating  the  trade 
of  our  citizens  with  the  hostile  sections  of  the  people  of  China.  While 
they  should  not  traffic  in  the  plunder  that  one  party  may  have  seized 
from  the  other,  yet  they  ought  not  to  be  restricted  in  a  fre^  trade  at 
any  of  the  ports  opened  to  them  by  our  treaty  under  the  pretext  that 
such  a  trade  is  more  favorable  to  one  party  than  to  the  other.  It 
would  be  well  if  our  citizens  confined  themselves  to  their  customary 
n^e  of  dealing  in  China.  The  purchase  of  property  known  to  be  tiie 
spoils  of  the  contending  parties  would  undoubtedly  be  regarded  as  a 
species  of  participation  in  the  civil  conflict.  It  ought  to  be  discounte- 
nanced and  restrained.'' 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Parker,  Oct.  5, 1855.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

The  Chinese  Government  having  obstinately  and  persistently  refused 
to  pay  a  claim  for  personal  damages  admitted  to  be  due  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  instructions  were  sent  in  1855  to  the  United  States  min- 
ister at  China,  at  his  discretion,  ^^  to  resort  to  the  measure  of  withhold- 
ing duties  to  the  amount  thereof." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Parker,  Oct.  5,  1855.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

The  display  of  the  American  flag  in  the  attack  by  the  British  on  Can- 
ton in  1856  was,  if  the  act  of  an  American  fhnctionary,  an  act  calling 
for  his  removal. 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Parker,  Feb.  2,  1857.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 
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<*  The  effort  of  the  Chinese  Government  to  prevent  the  importation 
and  consumption  of  opium  was  a  praiseworthy  measure,  rendered  neces- 
sary by  the  prevalent  use  and  the  terrible  effects  of  that  deleterious 
drug.  All  accounts  agree  as  to  the  magnitude  of  the  evil  and  the  wide- 
spread desolation  caused  by  it.  Upon  proper  occasions  you  will  make 
known  to  the  Ghiuese  officers  with  whom  you  may  have  communication 
that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  does  not  seek  for  their  citi- 
zens the  legal  establishment  of  the  opium  trade,  nor  will  it  uphold  them 
in  any  attempt  to  violate  the  laws  of  China  by  the  introduction  of  that 
article  into  the  country.^' 

Mr.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Reed,  May  30,  1857.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

The  proposition  of  Mr.  Beed,  United  States  minister  in  1858  to  China, 
to  "  unite  with  the  English  and  French  in  their  hostile  movements"  to 
compel  the  Chinese  Government  to  fulfill  its  treaty  obligations,  was 
held  to  be  inadmissible  without  the  consent  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Reed,  1858  (do  other  date).    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

'*  You  were  informed  by  mj'  last  annual  message  that  our  minister 
had  been  instructed  to  occupy  a  neutral  position  in  the  hostilities  con- 
ducted by  Great  Britain  and  France  against  Canton.  He  was,  however, 
at  the  same  time,  directed  to  co-operate  cordially  with  the  British  and 
French  ministers  in  all  peaceful  measures  to  secure  by  treaty  those  just 
concessions  to  foreign  commerce  which  the  nations  of  the  world  had  a 
right  to  demand.  It  was  impossible  for  me  to  proceed  further  than  this, 
on  my  own  authority,  without  usurping  the  war-making  power,  which, 
under  the  Constitution,  belongs  exclusively  to  Con^jjress. 

<<  Besides,  after  a  careful  examination  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  our 
giievances,  I  did  not  believe  they  were  of  such  a  pressing  and  aggra- 
vated character  as  would  have  justified  Congress  in  declaring  war 
against  the  Chinese  Empire  without  first  makinganother  earnest  attempt 
to  adjust  them  by  .peaceful  negotiation.  I  was  the  more  inclined  to  this 
opinion,  because  of  the  severe  chastisement  which  had  then  but  recently 
been  inflicted  upon  the  Chinese  by  our  squadron  in  the  capture  and 
destruction  of  the  Barrier  forts  to  avenge  an  alleged  insult  to  our  flag. 

"The  event  has  proved  the  wisdom  of  our  neutrality.  Our  minister 
has  executed  his  instructions  with  eminent  skill  and  ability.  In  con- 
junction with  the  Eussian  plenipotentiary,  he  has  peacefully,  but  effect- 
ually, co-operated  with  the  English  and  French  plenipotentiaries ;  and 
each  of  the  four  powers  has  concluded  a  separate  treaty  with  China,  of 
a  highly  satisfactory  character.  The  treaty  concluded  by  our  plenipo- 
tentiary will  immediately  be  submitted  to  the  Senate. 

"  I  am  happy  to  announce  that,  through  the  energetic  yet  concilia- 
tory efforts  of  our  consul-general  in  Japan,  a  new  treaty  has  been  con- 
cluded with  that  Empire,  which  may  be  expected  materially  to  augment 
our  trade  and  intercourse  in  that  quarter,  and  rempye  from  our  coun- 
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trymen  the  disabilities  whicli  have  heretofore  been  imposed  upon  tiie 
exercise  of  their  religiou.  The  treaty  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Senate 
for  approval  without  delay." 

President  Bncbanan,  Second  Annnal  Message,  1858.    See  for  treaty,  injra,  §  144. 
President  Bachanan's  message,  of  Dec.  20, 1858,  containing  correspondence  of 

Messrs.  McLane  and  Parker,  commissioners  in  China,  is  given  in  Senate  Ex. 

Doc.  No.  5i2,  35th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
Instrnctions  to  Mr.  Wm.  13.  Reed,  Minister  to  China,  are  given  in  Senate  Ex. 

Doc,  No.  47,  35th  Cong.,  1st  sess.    See  also  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  30,  36th 

Cong.,  1st  sess.,  for  further  instrnctious. 

"The  friendly  and  peaceful  policy  pursued  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  towards  the  Empire  of  China  has  produced  the  most  sat- 
isfactory results.  The  treaty  of  TienTsia  of  the  18th  June,  1858,  has 
been  faithfully  observed  by  the  Chinese  authorities.  The  convention 
of  the  8th  November,  1858,  supplementary  to  this  treaty  for  the  adjust- 
ment and  satisfaction  of  the  claims  of  our  citizens  on  China,  referred  to 
in  my  last  annual  message,  has  been  already  carried  into  effect,  so  far 
as  this  was  practicable.  Under  this  convention  the  sum  of  500,000  taels, 
equal  to  about  $700,000,  was  stipulated  to  be  paid  in  satisfaction  of  the 
claims  of  American  citizens  out  of  the  one-fifth  of  the  receipts  for  ton- 
nage, import,  and  export  duties  on  American  vessels  at  the  ports  of 
Canton,  Shanghai,  Foo-Chow;  and  it  was  ^  agreed  that  this  amount  shall 
be  in  full  liquidation  of  all  claims  of  American  citizens  at  the  various 
ports  to  this  date.'  Debentures  for  this  amount,  to  wit,  300,000  taels 
for  Canton,  100,000  for  Shanghai,  and  100,000  for  Foo-Chow,  were  deliv- 
ered,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  convention,  by  the  respective  Chinese 
collectors  of  the  customs  of  these  ports  to  the  agent  selected  by  our  min- 
ister to  receive  the  same.  Since  that  time  the  claims  of  our  citizens  have 
been  adjusted  by  the  board  of  commissioners  appointed  for  that  purpose 
under  the  act  of  March  3,  1859,  and  their  awards,  which  proved  satis- 
factory to  the  claimants,  have  been  approved  by  our  minister.  In  the 
aggregate  they  amount  to  the  sum  of  $498,694.78.  The*  claimants  have 
already  received  a  large  proportion  of  the  sums  awarded  to  them  out  of 
the  fund  provided,  and  it  is  confidently  expected  that  the  remainder 
will,  ere  long,  be  entirely  paid.  After  the  awards  shall  have  been  sat- 
isfied, there  will  remain  a  surplus  of  more  than  $200,000  at  the  disposi- 
tion of  Congress.  As  this  will  in  equity  belong  to  the  Chinese  Govern- 
ment, would  not  justice  require  its  appropriation  to  some  benevolent 
object  in  which  the  Chinese  may  be  specially  interested!" 

President  Bnchanan,  Fonrth  Annual  Message,  18C0. 

"Your  dispatch  of  December  24,  No.  6,  has  been  received.  It  gives 
us  an  account  of  the  capture  and  occupation  of  the  city  of  Ningpo  by 
rebels,  and  of  the  proceedings  adopted  on  that  occasion  by  the  American 
consul  there  in  concert  with  the  British  and  French  representatives. 

"No  one  here  could  draw  any  inference  of  the  condition  of  things  at 
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NiDgpo  now,  &om  even  the  fallest  information  of  what  it  was  so  long 
ago.  Eevolntions  are  apt  to  effect  sudden  and  even  great  changes  in 
very  short  periods.'  In  sach  a  case  you  ought  not  to  be  trammeled  with 
arbitrary  instructions,  especially  in  view  of  the  peculiar  character  and 
habits  of  the  Chinese  people  and  Government.  In  a  different  case  the 
President  would  certainly  instruct  you  to  refrain  most  carefully  from 
adopting  any  means  which  might  disturb  the  confidence  of  the  Imperial 
Government  or  give  it  any  cause  of  solicitude,  even  though  it  might 
seem  to  be  required  for  the  safet:j7  of  the  property  and  interests  of 
American  citizens.  But  }iow  can  we  know  here  what  ability  the  Im- 
perial Government  may  have,  or  even  what  disposition,  to  extend  the 
protection  to  foreigners  which  it  had  stipulated!  Nevertheless,  I  think 
that  it  is  your  duty  to  act  in  the  spirit  which  governs  us  in  our  inter- 
course with  all  friendly  nations,  and  especially  to  lend  no  aid,  encour- 
agement, or  countenance  to  sedition  or  rebellion  against  the  Imperial 
authority.  This  direction,  however,  must  not  be  followed  so  far  as  to 
put  in  jeopardy  the  lives  or  property  of  American  citizens  in  China. 
Great  Britain  and  France  are  not  only  represented  in  China  by  diplo- 
matic agents,  but  their  agents  are  supported  by  land  and  naval  forces, 
while,  unfortunately,  you  are  not.  The  interests  of  this  country  in 
China,  so  far  ^s  I  understand  them,  are  identical  with  those  of  the  two 
other  nations  I  have  mentioned.  There  is  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the 
British  and  French  ministers  are  acting  in  such  a  manner  as  will  best 
promote  the  interests  of  all  the  western  nations.  You  are  therefore 
instructed  to  consult  and  co-operate  with  them,  unless,  in  special  cases, 
there  shall  be  very  satisfactory  reasons  for  separating  from  them,,  and 
in  every  aspect  of  affairs  you  will  keep  me  well  advised.  Our  domes- 
tic affairs  are  improving  very  rapidly,  and  I  trust  we  shall  soon  be  able 
to  send  a  war  steamer  to  your  support.*^ 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Burlingame,  Mar.  G,  186*2.     MSS.  Inst., 
China;  Dip.  Corn,  18G2, 

In  default  of  protection  from  the  local  authorities,  the  officers  of 
United  States  consulates  in  China  are  entitled  to  provide  themselves 
with  and  use  firearms  to  defend  themselves  from  mob  attack. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  Scate,  to  Mr.  Williams,  Aug.  15,  18(56.     MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

Consuls  in  China  should  report  to  the  legation  all  cases  tending  to 
bring  on  a  conflict  and  wait  instructions  before  resorting  to  force;  and 
the  legation,  before  resorting  to  force,  should  make  an  earnest  repre- 
sentation to  the  Chinese  Government. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Williams,  Nov.  20,  18GG.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

The  assumption  by  the  Chinese  Government  of  jurisdiction  in  suits, 
civil  or  criminal,  against  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  China  is  in 
conflict  with  the  treaty  of  June  18,  1858,  and  will  not  be  permitted  by 
the  Government  of  the  United  States- 
Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Browne,  Feb.  IH,  1869.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

451 


§  67.]  INTERVENTION.  [CHAP.  HI. 

^^  Beferring  agaio  to  yoar  dispatch.  No.  8,  of  the  4th  of  May  last,  I 
propose  to  give  briefly  the  views  of  the  Department  as  to  the  policy  to 
be  pursued  toward  China. 

^^  I  am  induced  to  do  this  mainly  because  the  charge  d'affaires  of  North 
Glermany  has,  under  instructions  from  his  Government,  inquired  of  me 
whether  the  President  still  adheres  to  the  principles  established  by  the 
additional  articles  to  the  treaty  of  June  18, 1858,  which  were  concluded 
July  28, 1868.  That  Government  has  on  several  occasions  manifested 
a  desire  to  harmonize  its  i>olicy  with  ours  in  the  Pacific  While  I  have 
freely  communicated  to  Mr.  Krause  the  views  which  we  entertain,  and 
have  gone  so  far  as  to  read  to  him  copious  extracts  from  the  communi- 
cations of  Mr.  Browde,  and  Mr.  George  Seward,  from  China,  I  thought 
as  you  are  soon  to  meet  Mr.  Burlingame  and  his  colleagues,  it  may  be 
well  to  give  you  a  little  more  in  detail  the  views  of  the  President  on 
this  question.  The  great  principle  which  underlies  the  articles  of  July, 
18G8,  ia  the  recognition  of  the  sovereign  authority  of  the  Imperial  Gov- 
ernment of  Pekiu  over  the  people  of  the  Chinese  Empire,  and  over 
their  social,  commercial,  and  political  relations  with  the  western  powers. 
Although  it  is  true  that  many  of  the  Christian  Governments,  including 
the  United  States,  had  before  then  concluded  treaties  with  the  Imperial 
Gk>vernment,  yet  it  is  scarcely  exaggeration  to  say  that  their  relations 
at  that  time  were  rather  those  of  force  than  of  amity. 

^' The  commercial  foothold  along  the  coast  had  been  gained  by  con- 
flict or  by  demonstrations  of  force,  and  were  held  in  the  same  way. 
The  occapation  which,  orginally  hostile,  had  become  commercial — and 
so  far  friendly,  as  the  relations  of  commerce  demanded  a  show  of  amity — 
aimed  in  the  commencement,  with  some  European  settlers,  at  territorial 
acquisition ;  but  this  tendency  had  been  checked  by  the  rivalry  of  dif- 
ferent nationalities,  until  the  foreign  jurisdiction,  more  by  the  tacit 
consent  of  the  foreigners  than  from  any  active  power  exercised  by  the 
Chinese,  had  become  limited  to  the  essential  matters  of  the  municipal 
government  of  the  communities  of  Europeans  and  the  exercise  of  juris- 
diction over  their  persons  and  properties.  The  communication  between 
China  and  the  outside  world  was  merely  confined  to  the  trading  points. 
With  the  intellects  that  rule  that  nation  of  450,000,000  of  people,  with 
the  men  who  gave  it  its  ideas  and  directed  its  policy,  with  its  vast 
internal  industries,  with  its  great  agricultural  population,  the  traders, 
consuls,  and  functionaries  of  the  i)orts  rarely  came  in  contact  except  in 
the  contact  of  war.  The  European  Chinese  policy  was  one  of  isolation, 
inasmuch  as  it  only  sought  the  development  of  a  foreign  trade  at  cer- 
tain particular  ports,  and  of  disintegratioD,  as  it  practically  ignored 
the  central  Government,  and  made  war  upon  the  provinces,  to  redress 
its  grievances  and  to  enforce  its  demands. 

<<It  is  true,  indeed,  that  by  the  treaty  of  Tien-Tsin,  in  1858,  the  priv< 
ilege  was  secured  to  the  United  States  and  the  Euroi>ean  powers  to 
maintain  legations  at  Pekin,  and  that  for  the  ten  years  thi^t  followed 
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diplomatic  representatives  resided  there.  It  is  also  trae  that  from  that 
residence  and  the  contact  with  the  higher  Chinese  ofSicials  there  has 
come  a  better  knowledge  of  the  Chinese  nation,  and  of  the  relation 
between  its  people  and  its  Government ;  bat  it  is  none  the  less  true 
that  those  treaties  closed  a  war  which  resulted  disastrously  to  China; 
that  before  their  ratifications  could  be  exchanged  another  war  became 
necessary  to  enforce  them ;  that  the  concessions  they  contained  were 
forced  from  the  Imperial  Government  j  that  the  new  policy  was  not 
favored  by  the  Chinese  statesmen ;  that  it  did  not  measurably  increase 
the  personal  intercourse  between  the  natives  and  the  Europeans;  and 
that  many  of  the  wisest  of  the  Chinese  rulers  honestly  dreaded  any  in- 
crease in  such  intercourse,  as  tending  to  the  introduction  in  China  of  the 
labor-saving  machines  of  the  west,  which,  in  their  judgment,  would  throw 
multitudes  of  people  in  their  thickly -settled  country  out  of  employment, 
reduce  them  to  beggary  and  starvation,  and  inflict  irreparable  woes  on 
China.  For  an  able  and  temperate  statement  of  these  views  by  a  per- 
son who  is  described  by  Mr.  Browne  as  a  man  'of  acknowledged  ability 
and  commanding  influence,'  'who  is  regaided  as  the  most  enlightened 
statesman  qf  the  Empire,'  I  refer  yon  to  the  remarkable  inclosure, 
marked  No.  1,  which  I  shall  subsequently  allude  to  further.  To  say 
that  such  views  are  fallacious  and  obsolete ;  that  they  are  confuted  by 
the  experience  of  western  nations  like  England  and  Belgium,  which 
have  as  great  a  population  to  the  square  mile  as  China ;  that  they  are 
opposed  to  all  sound  theories  of  political  economy,  does  not  meet  the 
case.  The  facts  remain  that  they  did  at  one  time  control  the  policy  of 
China,  and  that  they  are  still  adhered  to  by  many  of  her  leading  states- 
men ;  and  in  dealing  with  this  question  these  facts  must  not  be  lost 
sight  of. 

"The  treaty  negotiated  by  Mr.  Burlingame  and  his  colleagues  was  a 
long  step  in  another  direction.  It  came  voluntarily  from  China,  and 
placed  that  power  in  theory  on  the  same  diplomatic  footing  with  the 
nations  of  the  western  world.  It  recognizes  the  Imperial  Government 
as  the  power  to  withhold  or  to  grant  further  commercial  privileges,  and 
also  as  the  power  whose  duty  it  is  to  enforce  the  peaceful  enjoyment  of 
the  rights  already  conferred. 

'*  While  it  confirms  the  interterritorial  jurisdiction  conferred  by  former 
treaties  upon  European  and  American  functionaries  over  the  persons 
and  properties  of  their  countrymen,  it  recognizes  at  the  same  time  the 
territorial  integrity  bf  China,  and  prevents  such  a  jurisdiction  from 
being  stretched  beyond  its  original  purpose.  While  it  leaves  in  China 
the  sovereign  power  of  granting  to  foreigners  hereafter  the  right  to 
construct  lines  of  railroads  and  telegraphs,  of  opening  mines,  of  navi- 
gating the  rivers  of  the  Empire  with  steamers,  and  of  otherwise  increas- 
ing the  outlets  for  its  wealth,  by  the  use  of  the  appliances  of  western 
civilization,  it  contemplates  that  China  shall  avail  herself  of  these  appli- 
ances by  reasonable  concessions,  to  be  made  as  public  necessities  and 
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the  power  of  the  Government  to  iuflaence  public  opinion  will  permit. 
This  treaty  has  not  yet  been  ratified  by  the  Imperial  Gk)verninent,  and 
I  am  informed  by  Mr.  Browne  that  Prince  Kung  *  de«ms  it  advisable 
to  defer  the  exchan<^e  of  ratifications  till  the  retnm  of  the  Chinese 
plenipotentiaries.'  Mr.  Browne  does  not  *  infer  any  slight  to  oar  Gov- 
ernment from  this  delay,  or  any  want  of  appreciation  of  its  friendship,' 
and  he  thinks  that  *  the  tme  cause  of  the  delay  may  be  found  in  the 
peculiar  attitude  of  China  toward  all  the  treaty  powers.'  '  When  the 
Government  of  China,'  he  adds,  ^  is  satisfied  that  it  will  not  be  injurious 
to  its  interests  to  accept  these  articles,  it  will  do  so.' 

'^The  President  has  been  disposed  to  view  this  matter  in  the  same 
light,  and,  therefore,  has  not  pressed  for  a  ratification,  feeling  confident 
thjit,  as  the  treaty  is  so  much  in  the  interest  of  China,  the  statesmen  of 
that  Empire  must  inevitably  see  the  propriety  of  authorizing  the  ratifi- 
cations to  be  exchanged.  Rumors  reach  us  by  telegraph  from  Hong- 
Kong,  by  way  of  London,  that  .the  Imperial  Government  have  decided 
not  to  ratify  this  treaty,  but  we  are  not  inclined  to  credit  them,  as  they 
are  opposed  to  the  general  tenor  of  our  information.  Some  things  have 
taken  place,  however,  which,  regarded  by  themselves,  tend  to  lead  us 
to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  possible  that  China  may  reverse  her  policy ; 
and  in  order  that  you  may  have  full  information  on  this  subject,  it  is 
proper  that  I  should  brietiy  state  them. 

"  Xot  long  after  the  treaties  of  Tien-Tsin,  what  is  known  as  the  co-op- 
erative policy  of  the  great  powers  in  China  l)egan ;  I  think  this  dates  from 
about  the  year  18(>3,  but  it  is  immaterial  for  my  present  purpose  whether 
it  began  earlier  or  later.  Under  this  policy,  favored  by  the  faet  that  most 
or  all  of  the  treaties  with  the  western  powers  contained  the  most-favored- 
nation  clause,  the  Christian  communities  of  all  nationalities  in  China 
have  been  regarded  as  having  a  common  political  as  well  as  commercial 
interest,  to  be  pursued  under  joint  counsels,  and  it  has  followed  from 
this  that  in  imx)ortant  matters  the  Chinese  officials  have  been  made  to 
see,  sometimes  even  with  a  show  of  ostentation,  that  there  was  a  sub- 
stantial unity  of  design  among  all  the  powers.  The  apprehension  has 
been  expressed  lest  the  operation  of  the  eighth  article  of  the  treaty.of 
July  should  put  a  stop  to  this  co-operative  policy ;  and  I  am  bound  to 
say  that,  so  far  as  that  policy  was  aggressive  and  attempted  to  force 
upon  China  measures  which  could  not  be  enforced  upon  a  European  or 
American  state  by  the  rules  of  the  equitable  code  which  regulates  the 
intercourse  of  civilized  nations,  in  my  judgment,  that  article  may,  when 
ratifications  are  exchanged,  prevent  the  United  States  from  participat- 
ing in  such  a  policy. 

"  The  question  becomes  a  practical  one  from  the  fact  that  the  revision 
of  the  British  treaty  of  1858  is  under  consideration.  The  twenty -seventh 
article  of  that  treaty  provided  that  either  party  might  *  demand  a  further 
revision  of  the  tariff  and  of  the  commercial  articles  of  the  treaty  at  the 
end  often  years;  but  if  no  demand  be  made  on  either  side  within  six 
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months  after  the  end  of  tbe  first  ten  years,  then  the  tariff  shall  remain 
in  force  for  ten  years  more,  reckoned  from  tbe  end  of  the  preceding  ten 
years.' 

"  The  thirtieth  article  of  the  treaty  between  China  and  the  United 
States  of  1858  provides  that  <  should  at  any  time  the  Ta-Tsing  Empire 
grant  to  any  nation,  or  the  merchants  or  citizens  of  any  nation,  any  right, 
privilege,  or  favor,  connected  either  with  navigation,  commerce,  political* 
and  other  intercourse,  which  is  not  conferred  by  this  treaty,  such  right, 
privilege,  or  favor  shall  at  once  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  United 
States,  its  public  oflScers,  merchants,  and  citizens.'  Thus  the  United 
States  became  directly  interested  in  the  revision  of  the  British  conces- 
sions. 

"It  being  well  understood  that  Great  Britain  would,  when  the  time 
came,  demand,  among  other  things,  the  right  to  navigate  the  interior 
waters  of  the  Empire  with  steam,  the  right  to  construct  and  to  hire 
warehouses  in  the  interior  for  the  storage  of  goods,  and  the  right  to 
work  coal  mines,  the  Government  at  Pekin,  on  the  12th  of  October, 
1867f  took  steps  to  get  information  from  the  different  parts  of  the  Em- 
pire upon  the  subject  of  the  revision.  Among  others,  Tsang-Kwohfan, 
acting  governor  of  the  provinces  of  Kiangru,  Nganhioui,  and  Kiangh, 
*a  man  over  seventy  years  of  age  and  of  distinguished  reputation 
throughout  the  Empire,'  received  these  instructions,  and  made,  in  an- 
swer to  them,  the  able  report,  to  the  copy  of  which,  herewith  inclosed, 
marked  No.  1, 1  have  already  called  your  attention. 

"  Though  the  work  of  a  conservative  mind  that  clings  to  the  traditions 
of  the  past,  and  sees  few  good  results  in  change,  it  is  moderate  and 
temperate,  and  must  be  conceded  to  be,  from  the  Chinese  standpoint,  a 
not  unwise  view  of  the  subject.  With  all  its  conservatism  it  is  easy  to 
trace  in  it  the  enlarging  and  modifying  influences  of  contact  with  the 
west. 

"  In  substance,  however,  it  recommends  the  Emperor's  advisers  not 
to  grant  tbe  important  new  concessions  asked  for  by  the  Government  of 
Great  Britain. 

"In  November  last  tha expected  demands  were  made  on  the  part  of 
Great  Britain  by  Sir  Rutherford  Alcock,  in  a  personal  interview  with 
Prince  Kung  and  some  of  the  other  ministers.  They  were  made  in 
strong  language,  as  necessary  to  tbe  proper  enjoyment  of  tbe  rights 
conceded  by  the  treaty  of  1858,  and  tbe  Chinese  Government  was 
warned  in  advance  of  the  i)robable  course  Great  Britain  would  pursue 
in  case  of  refusal.  Tbe  American  minister  gave  Sir  Rutherford  Alcock 
the  support  of  his  presence  at  the  interview,  and  afterward  received 
from  Sir  Rutherford  full  copies  of  an  account  of  it  which  was  drawn  up 
in  the  British  legation  and  transmitted  to  Prince  Kung.  I  inclose, 
marked  No.  2  and  No.  3,  copies  of  these  documents. 

"  Prince  Kung,  on  his  part,  soon  replied  in  a  dignified  and  moderate 
way  to  the  peremptory  demands  of  Sir  Rutherford  Alcock.    He  ad- 
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mitted  the  substantial  accuracy  of  Sir  Batherford's  account  of  the 
interview.  He  said  that  China  and  Great  Britain  could  not  be  coerced 
into  a  similarity,  neither  could  either  wholly  adopt  the  usages  of  the 
other.  He  deprecated  the  entire  submission  of  China  to  the  demands  of 
the  foreign  merchants.  He  denied  that  there  had  been  willful  violations 
of  the  treaty.  He  stated,  in  detail,  many  points  in  which  China  is  pre- 
pared to  make  concessions,  which  will,  he  thinks,  give  to  the  foreign 
merchants  all  they  ought  to  ask.  But  to  admit  steamers  on  the  interior 
lakes  and  rivers,  to  establish  hongs,  and  to  carry  on  mining  operations 
in  the  interior,  will,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Prince,  be  so  distasteful  to 
thfe  people  that  it  will  be  impracticable  for  the  Government  to  attempt 
to  carry  out  the  terms  of  such  a  concession  should  it  be  made;  and 
Great  Britain,  in  that  case,  would  have  just  cause  to  upbraid  China  for 
bad  faith. 

<*  To  the  representation  that  these  concessions  would  be  beneficial  to 
China,  the  Prince  repjies  that  a  good  physician  ascertains  the  condition 
of  his  patient  before  deciding  on  the  remedies,  and  intimates  that  he 
knows  the  condition  of  China  better  than  Sir  Rutherford  Alcockclpes; 
and  he  closes  by  furnishing  the  British  envoy  with  a  memorandum  of 
the  basis  for  a  revision  which  will  be  acceptable  to  the  Chinese  Grov- 
emment.    I  inclose  copies  of  these  papers,  marked  No.  4  and  No.  6. 

"As  Mr.  Browne  had,  in  jmrsuauce  of  the  co-operative  policy,  inter- 
fered personally  and  in  writing  (see  inclosure  No.  5)  on  behalf  of  the 
British  claim  for  a  revision.  Prince  Knng,  about  the  same  time,  ad- 
dressed a  note  to  him,  of  which  1  inclose  a  copy  (No.  7). 

"  The  basis  for  a  revision,  which  was  proposed  by  the  Chinese  Gov- 
ernment, conceded  the  opening  of  landing  stages  on  the  Yangtse  at 
points  to  be  agreed  upon ;  the  working  of  mines  in  the  vicinity  of  one 
or  more  of  the  treaty  ports;  the  right  of  inland  navigation  by  vessels 
not  propelled  by  steam,  this  restriction  to  cease  when  Chinese  use  ves- 
sels propelled  by  steam ;  a  steam-tug  on  the  Poyang  Lake ;  and  the 
free  right  to  travel  throughout  the  land,  and  to  hire  lodgings  and  ac- 
commodations for  produce  or  goods. 

"  Mr.  Ross  Browne,  who  sympathized  and  co-operated  with  the  British 
minister  throughout  the  negotiations,  appears  to  think  that  the  points 
gained  may  become  of  importance  as  a  starting  point  for  negotiations 
hereafter.  I  inclose  you  a  copy  of  his  letter  to  Sir  Rutherford  Alcock 
on  the  subject  (No.  8). 

"  The  British  minister  at  Washington,  on  the  9th  day  of  June  last, 
notified  the  United  States  of  the  decision  of  Her  Majesty's  Government 
on  this  subject,  by  which  it  would  appear  that  they  have  decided  to 
accept  the  situation  and  wait  quietly  the  operation  of  the  causes  which 
are  working  in  the  Chinese  mind.  1  inclose  (marked  No.  0)  a  copy  of 
an  extract  from  a  letter  from  the  board  of  trade,  which  has  been  sent 
to  Sir  Rutherford  Alcock  for  his  guidance.  Such  course  strikes  me  a£ 
wiser  than  the  more  vigorous  policy  which  Sir  Rutherford  Alcock  seems 
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to  have  contomplated.  The  poiDts  gained  may  not  be  as  important  as 
could  be  desired,  yet  they  have  been  gained  peaceably,  by  negotiation, 
and  are  yielded  by  China  as  a  right  flowing  legitimately  and  necessarily 
from  former  treaties. 

"  It  certainly  looks,  on  the  face  of  this  correspondence,  as  if  the  con- 
duct of  the  Emperor's  ministers  had  been  inspired  from  the  first  by  a 
sense  of  duty,  by  a  desire  to  observe  good  faith  toward  the  western 
powers,  and  by  a  willingness  to  extend  commercial  relations  with  tbose 
powers,  when  they  felt  that  they  could  do  so  without  prejudice  to  their 
own  position  and  without  Injury  to  the  people  wbose  government  was 
intrusted  to  them. 

"  1  will  not  dwell  upon  the  obvious  difficulty  of  inoculating  new  ideas 
upon  such  a  people,  nor  upon  the  evident  fact  that  intelligent  states- 
men like  Prince  Kung  and  his  associates  measure  those  difficulties 
quite  up  to  their  full  value. 

"  Every  consideration,  from  whatever  point  of  view,  leads  me  to  be- 
lieve that  it  is  neither  wise  nor  just  to  force  the  Emperor's  advisers  into 
a  position  of  hostility  so  long  as  we  have  cause  to  think  that  they  are 
willing  to  accept  the  present  situation,  and  to  march  forward,  although 
with  the  prudence  taught  them  by  a  Chinese  education.  You  will  un- 
doubtedly meet  Mr.  Burlingame  and  his  associates  in  Berlin.  You  will, 
if  you  please,  ascertain  from  him  whether  he  has  definite  information 
as  to  the  intentions  of  the  ministry  at  Pekin.  Unless  it  shall  appear 
that  they  have  already  decided  not  to  ratify  the  treaty  of  1868,  or  unless 
you  shall  be  satisfied  that  such  will  be  their  decision,  and  that  the  policy 
inaugurated  by  Mr.  Burlingame  is  to  be  reversed,  you  will  render  him 
and  his  associates  whatever  assistance  you  can,  in  securing  the  co-oper- 
ation of  North  Germany  in  the  new  Chinese  policy.  You  will  also 
doubtless  have  an  opportunity  to  impress  upon  Mr.  Burlingame  the 
importance  to  China  of  an  early  ratification  of  the  treaties.  I  have 
started  already  that  the  President  has  no  solicitude  as  to  the  purpose 
of  the  Emperor's  advisers  in  that  respect.  But  he  thinks  it  would  be 
well  to  have  defined  in  a  permanent  law,  as  soon  as  possible,  the  rela- 
tions that  are  hereafter  to  exist  between  the  United  States  and  China. 

"  Many  considerations  call  for  this  beside  those  which  may  bo  de- 
duced from  what  has  gone  before  in  this  instruction.  Every  month 
brings  thousands  of  Chinese  immigrants  to  the  Pacific  Coast.  Already 
they  have  crossed  the  great  mountains,  and  are  beginning  to  be  found 
in  the  interior  of  the  continent.  By  their  assiduity,  patience,  and  fidel- 
ity, and  by  their  intelligence,  they  earn  the  good-will  and  confidence  of 
those  who  employ  them.  We  have  good  reason  to  think  that  this  thing 
will  continue  and  increase.  On  the  other  hand,  in  China  there  will  be 
an  increase  in  the  resident  American  and  European  population,  not  by 
any  means  commensurate  with  the  growth  of  the  Chinese  immigration  to 
this  country,  but  corresponding  with  the  growth  of  our  country,  with 
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the  development  of  its  resoarces  on  the  Pacific  slope,  and  with  the  new 
position  in  the  commerce  of  the  world  which  it  takes  with  the  comple- 
tion  of  the  Pacific  Railroad.  These  foreigners  settling  in  China,  occa- 
pying  the  various  quarters  assigned  to  them,  exercising  municipal  rights 
over  these  quarters  by  virtue  of  land  regulations,  either  made  by  them 
or  for  them,  by  their  home  Governments,  cease  to  be  an  aggressive  ele- 
ment in  China,  when  once  the  principles  of  the  treaty  of  July,  1SC8,  are 
promulgated  as  the  law  hereafter  to  regulate  the  relations  between 
Christendom  and  that  ancient  Empire.  You  will  also  say  to  Mr.  Bur- 
lingame  that,  while  the  President  cordially  gives  his  adhesion  to  the 
principles  of  the  treaty  of  1868,  and  while  he  will,  should  that  instrument 
be  ratified  by  China,  cause  it  to  be  faithfully  observed  by  the  United 
States,  yet  he  earnestly  hopes  that  the  advisers  of  His  Majesty  the  Em- 
peror may  soon  see  their  way  clear  to  counsel  the  granting  of  some 
concessions  similar  to  those  asked  for  by  Sir  Rutherford  Alcock  and 
Mr.  Ross  Browne.  Ho  will  not  assume  to  judge  whether  the  temper  of 
the  i)eople  of  China  will  or  will  not  at  present  justify  their  rulers  in 
doing  so;  but  he  thinks  that  he  may,  without  impropriety,  say,  that 
when  it  can  be  done  without  disturbing  the  good  order  of  the  Empire, 
the  results  must  be  eminently  favorable  to  the  welfare  and  well-being 
of  the  Chinese  people.  And  he  trusts  that  the  statesmen  of  China,  en- 
lightened by  the  experience  of  other  nations,  will  hasten  at  the  earliest 
moment,  when  in  their  judgment  it  can  safely  be  done,  to  respond  to 
the  friendly  feeling  and  good  wishes  of  the  United  States  by  moderating 
the  restrictions  which  fetter  the  commerce  of  the  great  Empire  over 
whose  destinies  they  preside.  He  relies  upon  Mr.  Burlingame  and  his 
associates  to  impress  upon  their  chiefs  at  home  that  the  views  of  such 
men  as  Tsang  Kevohfan,  however  honest,  are  delusive ;  that  experience, 
patent  before  them  in  every  country  through  which  they  travel,  has 
shown  them  that  the  evils  which  seem  to  be  dreaded  by  the  oriental  rulers 
do  not  follow  the  free  use  of  steam  and  of  the  telegraph ;  but  that, 
while  these  inventions  improve  the  condition  of  all  ranks  in  the  com- 
raunit}^  which  uses  them,  their  greatest  meliorating  influence  is  felt 
among  the  laboring  classes. 

'•Since  writing  the  foregoing  instructions,  1  have  received  from  Mr. 
Burlingame  a  telegraphic  dispatch  dated  August  31,  1869,  in  which 
he  says :  '  1  have  received  a  dispatch  from  the  Chinese  Government 
expressing  strongly  their  satisfaction  with,  and  acceptance  of,  the  treaty 
negotiated  at  Washington.'" 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bancroft,  Aug.  31,  U69.    MSS.  Inst.,  Germ.; 
For.  Rel.,  1870. 

**  It  was  deemed  advisable  last  summer  to  acquaint  Mr.  Bancroft-,  in 
anticipation  of  the  arrival  of  the  Chinese  mission  at  Berlin,  with  the 
views  of  the  present  Administration  concerning  the  policy  to  be  pursued 
toward  China.    As  these  instructions  contain  the  substance  of  most 
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that  it  is  necessary  to  say  to  yoa  before  you  sail  to  3'oar  post,  I  inclose 
a  copy  of  them  herewith  and  invite  your  special  attention  to  them. 

*' You  will  observe  that  the  President  adheres  to  the  policy  adopted 
in  1868,-when  the  articles  additional  to  the  treaty  of  1858  (commonly 
known  as  the  Burlingame  treaty)  were  conclnded.  You  will,  therefore, 
so  shape  your  private  as  well  as  your  official  conversation  as  to  demon- 
strate to  Prince  Kung  the  sincerity  of  the  United  States  in  its  wishes 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  authority  of  the  central  Government  and  for 
the  peaceful  spread  of  its  influence.  You  will  make  clear  to  the  Govern- 
ment to  which  you  are  accredited  the  settled  purpose  of  the  President 
to  observe  with  fidelity  all  the  treaty  obligations  of  the  United  States, 
and  to  respect  the  prejudices  and  traditions  of  the  people  of  China 
when  they  do  not  interfere  with  rights  which  have  been  acquired  to  the 
United  States  by  treaty.  On  the  other  hand  you  will  not  fail  to  make 
it  distinctly  understood  that  he  will  claim  the  full  performance,  by  the 
Chinese  Government,  of  all  the  promises  and  obligations  which  it  has 
assumed  by  treaties  or  conventions  with  the  United  States.  On  this 
point,  and  in  the  maintenance  of  our  existing  rights  to  their  full  extent, 
you  will  be  always  firm  and  decisive.  While  you  will  put  forwanl  these 
claims  where  occasion  requires,  with  prudence  and  moderation,  you  will 
be  unyielding  in  demanding  the  extreme  protection  of  the  American 
citizens,  commerce,  and  property  which  is  conceded  by  the  treaties,  and 
in  requiring  the  full  recognition  of  your  own  official  position  to  which 
von  are  entitled. 

*'The  instructions  to  Mr.  Bancroft  set  forth  so  fully  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  toward  China,  the  ends  to  be  accomplished  there,  and  the 
peaceful  spirit  which  is  to  animate  your  mission,  that  I  content  myself 
with  again  referring  you  to  them  for  your  guidance  in  those  respects." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,' fo  Mr.  Low,  Dec.  3,  1869.    MSS.  Inst.,  China;  For. 
Rel.,  1870. 

On  April  4,  1870,  Mr.  Fish,  Secretary  of  State,  addressed  a  letter  to 
Mr.  Kobesou,  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  the 
President  had  ordered  that  the  naval  forces  of  the  United  States  on  the 
China  seas  should  unite  with  the  North  German  fleet  there  stationed  in 
repressing  "  cases  of  recognized  piracy.'' 

MSS.  Dum.  Let. 

The  President,  in  April,  1870,  concurred  in  the  proposition  of  the 
German  Government  that  there  should  be  a  combined  action  of  the 
powers  concerned  in  the  Chinese  trade  against  the  pirates  on  the  Chi- 
nese waters,  and  instructions  were  issued  by  the  Navy  Department  to 
Admiral  Kodgers  accordingly. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Low,  Apr.  20, 1870.  MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

"  Referring  to  my  No.  259,  inclosing  a  copy  of  Mr.  Fish's  telegram  of 
the  1st  instant,  instructing  you  to  propose  to  the  North  German  Gov- 
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eroment  a  suspension  of  hostilities  in  Chinese  waters,  I  have  to  say 
that  no  reply  or  acknowledgment  has  been  received. 

"When  the  massacre  of  Tien-Tsin  took  place,  Mr.  Low  was  of  opinion 
that  the  outl)reak  was  a  local  one  and  unpremeditated,  •  •  •  and 
although  the  Chinese  populace  were  still  much  excited,  Mr.  Low  thought 
that  the  danger  was  over,  that  the  Government  was  sincere  in  its  inten- 
tion to  prevent  a  repetition  and  to  punish  the  offenders,  and  that  there 
was  no  probability  of  similar  outbreaks  elsewhere. 

"  In  his  subsequent  dispatches  he  still  adheres  to  his  original  opinion 
that  the  disturbance  was  local  and  unpremeditated,  and  that  the  Gov- 
ernment at  Pekin  sincerely  desired  to  prevent  a  repetition  and  to  pre- 
serve peace ;  but  he  appears  to  have  decidedly  modified  hUi  opinion  as 
to  the  probability  that  they  will  be  able  to  do  so.  His  doubts  are 
founded  on  the  injudicious  course  pursued  by  the  French  charg6  d'af- 
faires in  demanding  the  summary  execution  of  the  Tien-Tsin  officials  as 
an  ultimatum,  and  upon  the  hopes  the  populace  in  the  large  Chinese 
cities  derive  from  the  state  of  war  existing  between  Germany  and 
France,  which  they  argue  will  neutralize  the  force  of  those  two 
powers.  He  expresses  the  fear  that  the  Government  at  Pekin  may 
find  itself  too  weak  to  resist  the  presisure  of  popular  opinion  in  the 
masses,  acting  in  harmony  with  the  cherished  wishes  and  purposes  of 
the  literati,  and  that  it  may  be  forced  into  war  to  prevent  popular 
outbreaks. 

"It  seemed  to  the  President  that  these  views  coming  from  a  gentle- 
man so  cautious,  dispassionate,  and  prudent  as  Mr.  Low,  were  entitled 
to  more  than  the  ordinary  consideration.  He  therefore  directed,  after 
consultation  with  the  Cabinet,  the  telegram  of  the  1st  instant  to  be  sent 
to  you,  believing  that  any  advantage  which  one  belligerent  might  gain 
over  the  other  in  eastern  waters  would  be  of  small  consequence  to  the 
victor,  compared  with  the  preservation  of  peace  in  China. 

"  The  President  does  not  intend  to  depart  from  the  policy-  pointed  out 
in  Mr.  Fish's  dispatch  No.  148,  of  August  31,  1869.  He  does  not  pro- 
pose to  take  part,  nor  does  he  invite  North  Geripany  to  take  part,  in 
any  controversy  between  France  and  China  growing  out  of  the  massacre 
of  Tien-Tsin.  He  only  desires  that  so  far  as  the  impression  of  the  neu- 
tralization of  German  and  French  influence  by  the  state  of  hostilities 
operated  to  enfeeble  the  central  Government,  that  impression  may  be 
removed ;  and  that  should  unfortunately  a  general  war  be  declared  by 
China,  or  should  an  outbreak  against  foreigners  take  place  which  the 
Government  cannot  prevent  nor  punish,  the  several  powers  may  be  in  a 
position  to  afford  the  fullest  measure  of  protection. 

"I  inclose  copies  of  two  telegrams  from  Mr.  Motley,  which  would  seem 
to  indicate  that  the  commanders  of  the  French  and  Prussian  fleets  have 
come  to  some  understanding,  but  it  is  not  clear  that  this  has  been  rati- 
fled  at  Berlin  and  Paris. 
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<<  I  also  inclose  a  copy  of  a  communication  of  the  5th  instant  from 
Baron  Gerolt  bearing  upon  this  snbject." 

Mr.  J.  C.  B.  Davis,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bancroft,  Nov.  8,  1870.     MSS. 

lEst.,  Germ.;  For.  Bel.,  1870. 
As  to  protection  of  American  interests  in  China  and  Japan/  see  Senate  Ex. 

Doc.  Nos.  52,  58,  41st  Cong.,  1st 


"Anticipating  trouble  from  this  cause  (the  effect  of  the  war  between 
France  and  Germany  in  aggravating  the  difficulties  of  foreigners  in 
China),  I  invited  France  and  l^orth  Germany  to  make  an  authorized 
suspension  of  hostilities  in  the  East  (where  they  were  temporarily  sus- 
pended by  the  commanders),  and  to  act  together  for  the  future  protec- 
tion, in  China,  of  the  lives  and  properties  of  Americans  and  Europeans." 

President  Grant,  Second  Annual  Message,  1870. 

On  December  31,  1872,  it  was  declared  by  the  President  that  the 
period  had  arrived  when  an  audience  by  diplomatic  representatives 
with  the  Emperor  of  China  should  be  demanded,  but  that  this  demand 
should  be  in  concert  with  the  western  powers. 

Mr.  Fish^  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Low,  Dec.  21,  1872.    MSS.  Inst.,  China.    See 
same  to  same,  Dec.  30,  1872. 

This,  however,  was  afterwards  left  to  the  ^'best  judgment"  of  the 
minister. 

Mr.  Fish  to  Mr.  Avery,  Jnly  1,  1875,  ibid.    See  infra f  J  85. 

'^  In  connection  with  this  subject  I  call  the  attention  of  Congress  to  a 
generally  conceded  fact,  that  the  great  proportion  of  the  Chinese  immi- 
grants who  come  to  our  shores  do  not  come  voluntarily  to  make  their 
homes  with  us  and  their  labor  productive  of  general  prosperity,  but 
come  under  contracts  with  bead-men  who  own  them  almost  absolutely. 
In  a  worse  form  does  this  apply  to  Chinese  women.  Hardly  a  percepti- 
ble percentage  of  them  perform  any  honorable  labor,  but  they  are 
brought  for  shameful  purposes,  to  the  disgrace  of  the  communities 
where  settled,  and  to  the  great  demoralization  of  the  youth  of  those 
localities.  If  this  evil  practice  can  be  legislated  against,  it  will  be  my 
pleasure,  as  well  as  duty^  to  enforce  any  regulation  to  secure  so  desira- 
ble an  end.'* 

President  Grant,  Sixth  Annual  Message,  1874. 

While  the  United  states  Government  will  not  permit  any  discrimina- 
tions against  its  citizens  in  China  on  account  of  their  maintenance  of 
their  religious  views,  this  does  not  imply  the  countenancing  of  them  in 
"  the  obtrusive  presentation  of  certain  views  in  violation  of  the  laws  of 
a  country  in  which  the  parties  have  entered." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  G.  F.  Seward,  May  2, 1876.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

There  will  be  no  diplomatic  interposition  in  China  to  protect  from 
Chinese  prosecution  a  native  Chinese  Christian  preacher  charged  with 
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a  personal  offense  when  the  proceedings  against  him  are  ezclusiTdj  for 
snch  offense. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  O.  F.  Seward,  June  12, 1876.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

As  to  course  taken  by  the  United  States  legation  in  China  in  respect  to  mis- 

>  sionaries,  see  instructions  of  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  6.  F.  Seward, 

June  12,Jnly  23,  1876;  MSS.  luftt.,  China;  and  Mr.  Seward's  dispatch  of 

May  9,  1876.    See  also  aupra,  6  S4. 

The  application  of  the  settled  principles  of  international  law  to  the 
Chinese  in  the  United  States  is  to  be  modified  by  the  fact  that  the 
Chinese  decline  to  accept  these  principles,  leading  an  isolated  life  in  the 
communities  in  which  thfey  are  settled,  always  expecting  to  return  to 
China,  and  never,  therefore,  becoming  domiciled  among  us,  and  that  they 
maintain  the  same  system  of  isolation  towards  Americans  in  China, 
regarding  them  always  as  strangers,  more  or  less  outside  of  the  protec- 
tion of  the  law. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  G.  F.  Seward,  Aug.  31, 1876.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 
This  subject  is  discussed  at  length  infra  in  this  section. 

The  position  of  the  United  States  as  the  ouly  commercial  or  western 
nation  that  is  a  commercial  power  of  the  Pacific  Ocean,  and  as  a  country 
exporting  largely  from  and  importing  largely  into  China,  and  this  by 
the  nearest  line  of  approach,  makes  our  relations  with  China  peculiarly 
close,  and  it  is  important  for  our  legation  to  press  upon  China,  in  order 
to  carry  out  freely  these  commercial  relations, ''  that  imported  goods, 
while  they  retain  this  quality,  and  are  identified  in  form  and  condition 
of  importation,  not  having  been  broken  up  or  distributed  into  the  mass 
of  domestic  property,  are  to  be  subjected  to  no  further  taxation  ante- 
cedent to  such  distribution,  and  to  no  discriminating  taxation  in  their 
quality  of  foreign  goods  after  such  distribution."  There  should  also  be 
**  no  discrimination  favorable  to  one  foreign  nation,  directly  or  covertly, 
in  the  adjustment  of  duties." 

Mr.  Evart«,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Messrs.  Angell  et  a7.,  June  7,  1880.    MSS.  Inst, 
China. 

"  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  note  of  the  10th 
of  November  last,  in  relation  to  the  recent  unfortunate  occurrences  at 
Denver,  Colo.,  by  which  certain  Chinese  residents  of  that  city  suffered 
very  serious  injuries  in  their  persons  and  property,  were  subjected  to 
wanton  and  undeserved  outrage,  and  one  of  their  number  killed. 

"  These  sad  consequences  resulted  from  the  conduct  and  action  of  a 
lawless  mob,  who,  for  a  brief  period,  during  the  31st  of  October  and  the 
night  following  that  day,  obtained  the  mastery  over  the  law  and  the 
local  authorities.  The  attack  of  the  mob  appears  to  have  been,  at  first, 
indiscriminately  directed  against  the  peaceable  and  law-abiding  of  the 
whole  community. 

<<I  embrace  this  opportunity  to  state  for  your  own  information  and 
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that  of  the  Chinese  GovernmeDt,  which  you  worthily  represent,  that  the 
President,  upon  the  receipt  of  the  infonnation  that  in  this  outbreak  of 
mob  violence  the  Chinese  residents  of  Denver  had  been  made  a  special 
object  of  the  hatred  and  violence  of  that  lawless  mob,  felt  as  much  in- 
dignation and  regret  as  could  possibly  be  felt  by  yourself  or  your  Gov- 
ernment, and  I  need  scarcely  assure  you  that,  in  common  with  my  col- 
leagues in  the  executive  government,  I  shared  fully  in  this  sentiment 
of  the  President. 

"  You  express  in  your  note  the  desire  that  this  Government  shall  ex- 
tend protection  to  the  Chinese  in  Denver,  and  see  that  the  guilty  per- 
sons are  arrested  and  punished;  and  you  add  that  Mt  would  seem  to 
be  just  that  the  owners  of  the  property  wantonly  destroyed  shall  in 
some  way  be  compensated  for  their  losses.^    . 

"  It  aflfords  me  pleasure  to  assure  you  that  not  only  in  Denver,  but  in 
every  other  part  of  the  United  States,  the  protection  of  this  Government 
will  always  be,  as  it  always  has  been,  freely  and  fully  given  to  the  na- 
tives of  China  resident  in  tlie  country,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  it  is  afiforded  to  our  own  citizens.  As  to  the  arrest  and 
punishment  of  the  guilty  persons  who  composed  the  mob  at  Denver,  I 
need  only  remind  you  that  the  powers  of  direct  intervention  on  the  part 
of  this  Government  are  limited  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
Under  the  limitations  of  that  instrument,  the  Government  of  the  Federal 
Union  cannot  interfere  in  regard  to  the  administration  or  execution  of 
the  municix)al  laws  of  a  State  of  the  Union,  except  under  cin^/umstances 
expressly  provided  for  in  the  Constitution.  Such  instances  are  confined 
to  the  case  of  a  State  whose  power  is  found  inadequate  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  its  municipal  laws  <and  the  maintenance  of  its  sovereign  au- 
thority ;  and  even  then  the  Federal  authority  can  only  be  brought  into 
operation  in  the  particular  State,  in  response  to  a  formal  request  from 
the  proper  political  authority  of  the  State.  It  will  thus  be  perceived 
that  so  far  as  the  arrest  and  punishment  of  the  guilty  parties  may  be 
concerned  it  is  a  matter  which,  in  the  present  aspect  of  the  case,  belongs 
exclusively  to  the  government  and  authorites  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 
In  this  connection  it  is  satisfactory  to  be  able  to  note  with  approval 
the  conduct  of  the  public  authorities  of  Colorado,  and  the  people  of 
Denver,  on  the  unfortunate  occurrence  in  question.  It  was  seen  then, 
as  it  always  is  in  such  outbreaks,  that  the  fury  of  the  brutal  and  lawless 
who  compose  such  mobs  is  ultimately  turned  against  the  weak  and  de- 
fenseless, and  it  is  creditable  alike  to  the  appreciative  sense  of  public 
duty  of  the  authorities  of  Colorado  and  the  humane  instincts  of  the 
citizens  of  Denver,  that  their  first  care  in  this  emergency  (involving  as 
it  did  for  the  moment  the  lives  and  property  of  all  alike)  was  the  pro- 
tection and  safety  of  the  Chinese  residents,  whose  presence  seemed  to 
serve  as  a  special  incitement  to  the  passions  of  the  mob.  And  this 
brings  me  to  the  suggestion  of  your  note,  *  That  the  owners  of  the  prop- 
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erty  wantonly  destroyed  shall  in  some  way  be  compensated  for  their 
losses.' 

"It  seems  superfluous  to  recall  to  your  attention  the  fact,  but  too  well 
attested  by  history,  that  on  occasions,  happily  infrequent,  often  with- 
out motive  in  their  inception,  and  always  without  reason  in  their  work- 
ing, lawless  persons  will  band  together  and  make  up  a  force  in  the 
character  of  a  mob  of  suflScient  power  and  numerical  strength  to  defy 
for  the  moment  the  denunciations  of  the  law  and  the  power  of  the  local 
authorities.  Such  incidents  are  peculiar  to  no  country.  Neither  the 
United  States  nor  China  are  exempt  from  such  disasters.  In  the  case 
now  under  consideration  it  is  seen  that  the  local  authorities  brought 
into  requisition  all  the  means  at  their  command  for  the  suppression  of 
the  mob,  and  that  theses  means  proved  so  effective  that  within  twenty- 
four  hours  regular  and  lawful  authority  was  re-established,  the  mob 
completely  subdued,  and  many  of  the  ringleaders  arrested. 

^^  Under  circumstances  of  this  nature  when  the  Government  has  put 
forth  every  legitimate  effort  to  suppress  a  mob  that  threatens  or  at- 
tacks alike  the  safety  and  security  of  its  own  citizens  and  the  foreign 
residents  within  its  borders,  I  know  of  no  principle  of  national  obliga- 
tion, and  there  certainly  is  none  arising  from  treaty  stipulation  which 
renders  it  incumbent  on  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  make 
indemnity  to  the  Chinese  residents  of  Denver,  who  in  common  with 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  at  the  time  residents  in  that  city,  suffered 
losses  from  the  operations  of  the  mob.  Whatever  remedies  may  be 
afforded  to  the  citizens  of  Colorado  or  to  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States  from  other  States  of  the  Union  resident  in  Colorado  for  losses 
resulting  from  that  occurrence,  are  equally  oi>en  to  the  Chinese  resi- 
dents of  Denver  who  may  have  suffered  from  the  lawlessness  of  the 
mob.  This  is  all  that  the  principles  of  international  law  and  tlie 
usages  of  national  comity  demand. 

"  This  view  of  the  subject  supersedes  any  discussion  of  the  extent  or 
true  meaning  of  the  treaty  obligations  on  the  part  of  this  Government 
toward  Chinese  residents,  for  it  proceeds  upon  the  proposition  that 
these  residents  are  to  receive  the  same  measure  of  protection  and  vin- 
dication under  judicial  and  political  administration  of  their  rights  as 
our  own  citizens. 

"  In  communicating  to  you  the  views  of  this  Government  in  the  prem- 
ises, I  have  pleasure  in  adding  the  assurance  that  it  will  upon  every 
occasion,  so  far  as  it  properly  can,  give  its  continued  attention  to  every 
just  and  projier  solicitude  of  the  Chinese  Government  in  behalf  of  its 
subjects  established  here  under  the  hospitality  of  our  treaties." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State, i;o  Chen  Lan  Pin,  Dec.  SO,  1880.     MSS.  Notes,  China; 
For.  Rel.,  1681. 

"Referring  to  your  note  of  the  10th  of  November  last,  and  my  prede- 
cessor's reply  thereto  of  the  30th  of  December  following,  on  the  subject 
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of  the  riot  on  the  Slst  of  last  October,  at  Denver,  Colo.,  I  have  now  the 
honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  by  the  Department  of  your  notes  of  , 
the  2l8t  of  January  and  26th  of  February,  respectively,  in  relation  to 
the  same  matter. 

^^I  note  with  satisfaction  the  expressions  of  appreciation  of  the  dis- 
position of  this  Government  toward  that  of  China,  and  the  subjects  of 
China  resident  in  the  United  States,  which  you  so  frankly  avow.  I 
must  express  my  regret,  however,  that  the  views  so  clearly  expressed 
by  my  predecessor  in  regard  to  the  question  of  liability  of  this  Govern- 
ment to  make  pecuniary  indemnity  to  the  Chinese  sufferers  by  the 
occurrences  at  Denver,  failed  to  commend  themselves  to  your  enlight- 
ened judgment.  Concurring,  as  I  do,  in  the  conclusions  thus  reached 
by  Mr.  Evarts,  and  conceiving  the  principle  upon  which  they  rest  to 
be  in  consonance  with  public  law  and  the  universal  practice  of  nations, 
I  must  insist  that  that  principle  is  the  one  by  which  the  obligations  of 
this  Government  in  regard  to  the  incident  in  question  are  to  be  meas- 
ured. After  recounting  the  efforts  put  forth  by  the  local  authorities 
for  the  suppression  of  the  riots  (eftbrts  that  happily  proved  successful 
with  only  the  loss  of  one  life,  although  the  mob  numbered  thousands), 
my  predecessor  thus  states  the  rule: 

'^  ^  Under  circumstances  of  this  nature,  when  the  Government  has  put  , 
forth  every  legitimate  effort  to  suppress  a  mob  that  threatens  or  attacks 
alike  the  safety  and  security  of  its  own  citizens  and  the  foreign  resi- 
dents within  its  borders,  I  know  of  no  principle  of  national  obligation, 
and  there  certainly  is  none  arising  from  treaty  stipulation,  which  ren- 
ders it  incumbent  on  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  make 
indemnity  to  the  Chinese  residents  of  Denver,  who,  in  common  with 
citizens  of  the  United  States  at  that  time  resident  in  that  city,  suffered 
losses  from  the  operations  of  the  mob.  Whatever  remedies  may  be 
afforded  to  the  citizens  of  Colorado,  or  to  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States  from  other  States  of  the  Union  resident  in  Colorado,  for  losses 
resulting  from  that  occurrence,  are  equally  open  to  the  Chinese  resi- 
dents of  Denver  who  may  have  suffered  from  the  lawlessness  of  that 
mob.  This  is  all  that  the  principles  of  international  law  and  the  usages 
of  national  comity  demand.' 

**  You  observe  with  reference  to  these  views,  *that  it  appears  to  you 
that  treaties,  as  well  as  the  Constitution,  are  the  supreme  law  of  this 
land.'  *The  Chinese  residents,' you  add,  'who  were  subjected  to  the 
wanton  outrage  of  the  mob  came  to  this  country  under  the  right  of 
treaties  between  China  and  the  General  Government  of  the  United 
States,'  and  quoting  from  the  verdict  of  the  coroner's  jury  at  the  inquest 
over  the  body  of  the  unfortunate  Sing  Lee,  you  proceed  to  say  that 
Hhis  verdict  shows  clearly  that  the  local  authorities  had  not  brought 
into  requisition  all  the  means  for  the  suppression  of  the  mob.'  Invok- 
ing in  support  of  these  views  the  treaty  of  June,  1858,  between  the 
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United  States  and  Ghina,  yon  partially  quote  the  provisions  of  the  first 
articlei  the  entire  text  of  which  is  as  follows : 

*<*  There  shall  be,  as  there  have  always  been,  peace  and  friendship 
between  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  Ta  Tsing  Empire,  and 
between  their  people  respectively.  They  shall  not  insult  or  oppress 
each  other  for  any  trifling  cause,  so  as  to  produce  an  estrangement 
between  them;  aiid  if  any  other  nation  should  act  unjustly  or  oppress- 
ively, the  United  States  will  exert  their  good  offices,  on  being  informed 
of  the  case,  to  bring  about  an  amicable  arrangement  of  the  question, 
thus  showing  their  friendly  feelings.' 

^^In  submitting  for  your  consideration  such  remarks  as  these  observa- 
tions in  your  note  seem  to  demand,  I  first  bring  to  your  notice  the  pro- 
visions of  the  first  paragraphs  of  Article  XI  of  the  same  treaty.  It 
says: 

"^AU  citizens  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  China,  peaceably 
attending  to  their  affairs,  being  placed  on  a  common  footing  of  amity  and 
good- will  with  the  subjects  of  China,  shall  receive  and  enjoy  for  them- 
selves and  everything  appertainiug  to  them  the  protection  of  the  local 
authorities  of  Government,  who  shall  defend  them  from  all  insult  or 
injury  of  any  sort.  If  their  dwellings  or  property  be  threatened  or 
attacked  by  mobs,  incendiaries,  or  other  violent  or  lawless  persons,  the 
local  officers,  on  requisition  of  the  consul,  shall  immediately  dispatch  a 
military  force  to  disperse  the  rioters,  apprehend  the  guilty  individuals, 
and  punish  them  with  the  utmost  rigor  of  the  law.' 

'^  You  will  perceive  that  neither  in  this  article  nor  in  any  other  part  of 
the  same  treaty  is  there  any  provision  reciprocal  with  this  with  regard 
to  subjects  of  China  resident  in  the  United  States,  and  the  reason  for 
this  must  at  once  be  obvious  to  your  superior  intelligence.  No  treaty 
stipulations  are  necessary  to  enable  subjects  of  China  to  come  to  this 
country,  take  up  their  residence  here,  and  pursue  any  lawful  business 
or  calling  in  common  with  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  every  country  in 
the  world  who  may  choose  to  make  their  home  in  this  Republic.  The 
subjects  of  China,  in  respect  to  their  rights  aud  security  of  person  and 
property,  are  placed  under  the  protection  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  in  manner  and  measure  equal  to  that  extended  to  native  citizeos 
of  this  country,  and  that  the  Chinese  residents  of  Denver  at  the  time 
of  the  unfortunate  occurrences  now  in  question  were  in  the  enjoyment 
of  this  common  prot^ection  of  the  law  is  shown  by  the  report  of  the 
Chinese  consul,  Mr.  Bee,  to  you,  a  copy  of  which  accompanies  your 
note.  One  or  two  of  the  local  functionaries  may,  at  first,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  an  enraged  mob  numbering  over  5,000,  have  shown  some  hesi- 
tation and  timidity.  Under  the  circumstances,  it  cannot  be  a  matter 
of  surprise  that  they  were  seized  with  such  feelings,  but,  as  is  seen  by 
the  report  in  question,  the  governor  of  the  State,  the  mayor  of  the  city, 
And  the  sheriff,  acting  in  coi\j  unction  in  the  exercise  of  their  respective 
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I)0wer8,  sacoeeded  in  qaelling  this  formidable  riot  (which  had  its  incip- 
iency  in  a  drinking-honse  where  Chinese  and  others  were  engaged  in 
gambling  on  Snnday,  contrary  to  the  laws  of  the  State)  at  2  o'clock  in 
the  aftemooD,  within  the  short  space  of  eight  hours,  qniet  and  order 
having  been  completely  restored  by  10  o'clock  of  the  same  night.  A 
more  snccessful  resistance  to  a  mob  of  snch  character  and  numbers  can- 
not be  found  in  the  history  of  any  community  or  country,  and  that  this 
should  have  been  accomplished  without  the  shedding  of  blood  or  a  resort 
to  the  use  of  firearms  is  at  once  creditable  to  the  authorities  and  to  the 
popular  respeot  for  the  laws. 

^'And  it  is  pertinent  to  add  here  that  from  Mr.  Bee's  report,  it  also 
apx>earB  that  amongst  a  number  of  the  ringleaders  who  have  been 
arrested,  two  have  been  identified  as  the  chief  assailants  of  .Sing  Lee, 
and  are  now  held  for  trial  for  the  murder. 

^^Your  observations  to  the  effect  that  treaties  form  a  part  of  the 
supreme  law  of  this  land  equally  with  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  is  evidently  based  on  a  misconception  of  the  true  nature  of  the 
Constitution.  That  instrument,  together  with  all  laws  which  are  made 
in  pursuance  thereof,  and  all  treaties  made  or  which  shall  be  made 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  are  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land.  Such  is  the  language  of  the  Constitution,  but  it  must  be  observed 
that  the  treaty,  no  less  than  the  statute  law,  must  be  made  in  conform- 
ity with  the  Constitution,  and  were  a  provision  in  either  a  treaty  or  a 
law  found  to  contravene  the  principles  of  the  Constitution,  such  pro- 
vision must  give  way  to  the  superior  force  of  the  Constitution,  which  is . 
the  organic  law  of  the  Republic,  binding  alike  on  the  Government  and 
the  nation.  It  is  under  this  interpretation  of  the  Constitution  that  for- 
eigners, no  less  than  citizens,  find  their  best  guarantee  for  that  security 
and  protection  in  their  persons  and  property  which  it  is  the  aim  and 
desire  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  extend  to  all  alike. 

m 

'*  Having  thus  replied  to  the  several  observations  and  suggestions 
submitted  in  your  note,  I  venture  to  express  the  hope  entertained  by 
this  Government  that  the  determination  thus  reached  after  mature  con- 
sideration, will  be  accepted  by  that  of  China  as  the  final  conclusion  of 
the  subject." 

lir.  Blaine,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Chen  Lan  Pin,  Mar.  25, 1881.    MSB.  Notes,  China ; 

For.  Bel.,  1881. 
Ab  to  injories  from  mob  violence,  see  iir/ra,  $  226. 

The  United  States  would  view  in  an  unfriendly  light  any  action  by 
China  giving  exclusive  telegraphic  privileges  to  any  other  foreign 
natioiL 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Holoombe,  Deo.  10,  1881.    MSB.  Inst.,  China. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States,  on  application  from  the  min- 
ister of  China,  will  call  upon  the  governors  of  States  in  which  ther« 
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have  been  alleged  oatrages  on  Chinese  to  investigate  such  allega- 
tions. 

lir.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  the  Governor  of  California,  June  20, 1882. 

M8S.  Dom.  Let. 
Ab  to  right  by  Chinese  laborers  of  transit  over  the  United  States,  see  letter  of 

Bir.  Frelingbuysen,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Folger,  Jan.  9,  1883.    MSS.  Dom. 

Let. 

<<  The  attitnde  of  the  United  States  towards  China,  as  towards  the 
other  countries  of  Eastern  Asia,  has  been  consistently  a  friendly  one. 
We  have  not  attempted  to  impose  our  views  upon  them  by  force,  but 
have  preferred  to  trust  to  frank  and  friendly  argument,  limiting  our 
demand  to  what  we  might  with  justice  ask,  and,  supporting  them  with 
frank  argument  and  appeals  to  tbe  sense  of  justice  of  the  Imperial 
Government;  we  have  been  met  in  a  like  amicable  spirit,  and  it  is  be- 
lieved that  tbe  result  has  been  for  tbe  advantages  of  both  the  nations. 
As  a  result  of  this  policy,  citizens  of  the  United  States  have  estab- 
lished themselves  in  the  open  ports  of  China,  have  there  engaged  in 
legitimate  and  useful  occupations,  benefiting  Cbina  no  less  than  them- 
selves, and  the  United  States  have  there  invested  their  capital  and  the 
firuits  of  their  labor,  and  have  done  all  this  under  tbe  express  protec- 
tion of  wise  treaty  provisions  binding  upon  the  Imperial  Government 
and  all  Chinese  officials.  The  United  States  cannot  assent  at  this  late 
day  to  a  return  to  the  ancient  exclusive  system,  which  will  involve 
destruction  of  the  property  of  their  citizens  and  abrogation  of  their 
vested  rights.'^ 

lir.  Frelingbuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Young,  Feb.  26,  1883.    MSS.  Inst., 
China. 

The  appointment  of  missionaries  by  our  Government  to  official  rep- 
resentative positions  in  China  is  '^  a  question  to  be  treated  with  great 
care,  not  less  for  their  own  protection  and  that  of  tbeir  colleagues,  than 
for  the  interests  of  the  public  service." 

Mr.  Frelingbuysen,  Sec.  of  8t<ate,  to  Mr.  Young,  Mar.  8^  1883.    MSS.  Inst., 
China. 

The  Department  of  State  will  take  all  steps  necessary  to  comply  with 
the  third  article  of  the  Chinese  immigration  treaty  in  so  far  as  it  con- 
strains this  Government  to  ^^  exert  all  its  power  to  devise  measures  for 
the  protection  of  any  Chinese  who  suffer  ill-treatment,  and  secure  to 
them  the  full  eiyoyment  of  their"  rights. 

Mr.  Frelingbuysen,  See.  of  State,  to  the  Gtovemor  of  Oeorgia,  Mar.  18, 1883. 
MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

^^  Questions  have  arisen  touching  the  rights  of  American  and  other 
foreign  manufacturers  in  China  under  the  provisions  of  treaties  whicb 
X>ermit  aliens  to  exercise  their  industries  in  that  country.  On  this  spe- 
cific point  our  own  treaty  is  silent,  but  under  the  operation  of  the  most- 
favored-nation  clause,  we  have  like  privileges  with  those  of  other  pow- 

468 


CHAP.  lU.]  CHINA.  [$  67. 

ers.  While  it  is  the  dnty  of  the  Ooverament  to  Bee  that  onr  citizens 
have  the  fall  eDJoyment  of  every  benefit  secared  by  treaty,  I  doubt  the 
expediency  of  leading  in  a  movement  to  constrain  China  to  admit  an 
interpretation  which  we  have  only  an  indirect  treaty  right  to  exact. 
The  transference  to  China  of  American  capitttl  for  the  employment 
there  of  Chinese  labor  would  in  effect  inaugurate  a  competition  for  the 
control  of  markets  now  supplied  by  onr  home  industries. 

"  There  is  good  reason  to  believe  that  the  law  restricting  the  immi- 
gration of  Chinese  has  been  violated,  intentionally  or  otherwise,  by  the 
officials  of  China  upon  whom  is  devolved  the  duty  of  certifying  that  the 
immigrants  belong  to  the  excepted  classes. 

^^  Measures  have  been  taken  to  ascertain  the  facts  incident  to  this 
supposed  infraction,  and  it  is  believed  that  the  Government  of  China 
will  co-operate  with  the  United  States  in  securing  the  faithful  observ- 
ance of  the  law." 

President  Arthur,  Third  Annnal  Message,  1883. 

Keither  France  nor  China  has  the  right  arbitrarily  to  close  the 
Chinese  treaty  ports,  though  this  may  be  done  by  China  for  necessary 
defense. 

Mr.  Frelinghoysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tonng,  Jan.  22, 1684.    MSS.  Inst., 
China. 

A  United  States  consul  in  China  is  required,  within  the  range  of  his 
duties,  to  obey  the  official  order  of  the  minister  of  the  United  States  in 
China.  If  this  order  is  reversed  by  the  Department  of  State,  the  re- 
versal is  communicated  through  the  minister,  until  which  time  the  order 
binds. 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Yonng,  Feb.  6,  1884.    MSB.  Inst., 
China. 

<*  The  purpose  of  the  neutral  powers  is  primarily  the  protection  ot 
their  own  interests  at  the  several  treaty  ports.  The  foreign  settlements 
at  the  oi>en  ports  are  singularly  abnormal  growths.  Under  no  one 
flag,  they  are  under  the  protection  of  all.  In  whatever  concerns  their 
trade,  their  shipping,  and  their  vested  interests,  they  are  distinctively 
foreign  to  the  administrative  system  of  China. 

<^  Hence,  as  you  have  lately  learned,  when  the  possible  closing  of 
Canton  by  the  Chinese  as  a  measure  of  protection  against  threatened* 
French  aggression  was  seriously  contemplated,  the  other  treaty  powers 
felt  justified  in  expecting  of  France  a  formal  declaration  of  purpose  not 
to  attack  Canton.  The  view  of  the  United  States,  as  expressed  to  Great 
Britain,  was  that  neither  China  nor  France  had  the  right  to  close  the 
treaty  ports,  but  that  if  they  should  be  attacked  by  France,  China  could 
not  be  denied  a  right  of  defense,  to  be  availed  of  in  any  manner  legiti- 
mate to  a  state  of  war.^ 

.     Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Toang,  Mar.  21,  1884.    MSS.  Inst., 
China. 
Am  to  treaty  with  China,  see  infra,  $  144. 
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<«  The  obligation  of  a  neatral  Ooyernment  to  prevent  its  citizens  from 
joining  in  hostile  movements  against  a  foreign  state  is  limited  by  the 
extent  to  which  such  citizens  are  under  its  jurisdiction  and  by  the  mn- 
nicipal  laws  applicable  to  their  actions.  Hence,  a  citizen  ontside  of  such 
jurisdiction  may  not  be  controlled  in  his  flree  acts ;  but  what  he  does 
is  at  his  own  risk  and  i>eriL  If  he  offers  his  services  to  a  combatant, 
that  is  a  matter  of  private  contract,  which  it  may  l>e  equally  improper 
for  his  own  Oovemment  to  forbid  or  protect ;  and  snch  service  in  legit- 
imate war  is  not  contrary  to  international  law. 

/'  In  China,  however,  foreign  powers  have  an  extraterritorial  juris- 
diction conferred  by  treaty.  This  jurisdiction  is  in  nowise  arbitrary, 
but  is  limited  by  laws,  and  is  not  preventive  but  punitory.  If  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  in  Ghina  commit  an  offense  against  the  i>eaoe  of 
China,  it  is  triable  in  the  consular  courts.  Section  4102  of  the  Be- 
vised  Statutes  provides  that  <  insurrection  or  rebellion  against  the  Otov- 
emment  of  either  of  those  countries  [i.  e.,  the  countries  named  in  sec- 
tion  4083,  whereof  China  is  one],  with  intent  to  subvert  the  same,  and 
murder,  shall  be  capital  offenses  punishable  with  death,'  &c.,  the  con- 
sular court  and  the  minister  to  concur  in  awarding  the  penalty.  Bat 
the  simple  act  of  entering  into  a  private  contraet  to  serve  either  com- 
batant in  open  warfare  would  not  appear  to  be  triable  under  this  sec- 
tion ;  and,  even  if  it  were,  this  Government  would  have  no  rightful 
power  to  forbid  such  service.'^ 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tonng,  Mar.  11, 1885.    MBS.  Inst.}  ChiDa. 
Ab  to  local  passports  m  ChiDa,  see  Mr.  Frelin^^hnysen,  Bee.  of  State,  to  Mr. 

Yonng,  Aug.  8,  1884,  and  Jan.  19,  1885.    MSS.  Inst.,  China,  cited  WrfH, 

i  193  /. 

^<  It  is  made  the  constitutional  duty  of  the  President  to  reoonuneod 
to  the  consideration  of  the  Congress,  from  time  to  time,  such  measures 
as  he  shall  judge  necessary  and  expedient.  In  no  matters  can  the  neces- 
sity of  this  be  more  evident  than  when  the  good  faith  of  the  United 
States  under  the  solemn  obligation  of  treaties  with  foreign  powers  is 
concerned. 

^^  The  question  of  the  treatment  of  the  subjects  of  China  sojooming 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  tJie  United  States  presents  such  a  matter  iter 
the  urgent  and  earnest  consideration  of  the  Executive  and  the  Con- 
gress. 

^'  In  my  first  annual  message,  upon  the  assembling  of  the  present 
Congress,  I  adverted  to  this  question  in  the  following  words : 

''  ^  The  harmony  of  our  relations  with  China  is  ftilly  sustained. 

^<  <  In  the  application  of  the  acts  lately  passed  to  execute  the  treaty  of 
1880,  restrictive  of  the  immigration  of  Chinese  laborers  into  the  United 
States,  individual  cases  of  hardship  have  occurred  beyond  the  iK>wer  of 
the  Executive  to  remedy,  and  calling  for  judicial  determination. 

'<  <  The  condition  ef  the  Chinese  question  in  the  Western  States  and 
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Territories  is,  despite  this  restrictive  legislation,  far  from  being  satis- 
factory. The  recent  outbreak  in  Wyoming  Territory,  where  numbers 
of  unoffending  Chinamen,  indisputably  within  the  protection  of  the 
treaties  and  the  law,  were  murdered  by  a  mob,  and  the  still  more  recent 
threatened  outbreak  of  the  same  character  in  Washington  Territory, 
are  fresh  in  the  minds  of  all,  and  there  is  apprehension  lest  the  bitter- 
ness of  feeling  against  t  he  Mongolian  race  on  the  Pacific  slope  may  find 
vent  in  similar  lawless  demonstrations. 

^<  'All  the  power  of  this  Government  should  be  exerted  to  maintain  the 
amplest  good  faith  toward  China  in  the  treatment  of  these  men,  and  the 
inflexible  sternness  of  the  law  in  bringing  the  wrong-doers  to  justice 
should  be  insisted  upon. 

"  *  Every  effort  has  been  made  by  this  Government  to  prevent  these 
violent  outbi*eaks,  and  to  aid  the  representatives  of  China  in  their  in- 
vestigation of  these  outrages ;  and  it  is  but  just  to  say  that  they  are 
traceable  to  the  lawlessness  of  men  not  citizens  of  the  United  States 
engaged  in  competition  with  Chinese  laborers. 

^'^Race  prejudice  is  the  chief  factor  in  originating  these  disturbances, 
and  it  exists  in  a  large  part  of  our  domain,  jeopardizing  our  domestic 
peace  and  the  good  relationship  we  strive  to  maintain  with  China. 

**  *  The  admitted  right  of  a  Government  to  prevent  the  influx  of  ele- 
ments hostile  to  its  internal  peace  and  security  may  not  be  questioned, 
even  where  there  is  no  treaty  stipulation  on  the  subject.  That  the  ex- 
clusion of  Chinese  labor  is  demanded  in  other  countries  where  like  con- 
ditions prevail  is  strongly  evident  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  where 
Chinese  immigration  is  now  regulated  by  laws  more  exclusive  than  our 
own.  If  existing  laws  are  inadequate  to  compass  the  end  in  view,  I 
shall  be  prepared  to  give  earnest  consideration  to  any  further  remedial 
measures  within  the  treaty  limits  which  the  wisdom  of  Congress  may 
devise.' 

<*  At  the  time  I  wrote  this  the  shocking  occurrences  at  Eock  Springs, 
in  Wyoming  Territory,  were  fresh  in  the  minds  of  all,  and  bad  been 
recently  presented  anew  to  the  attention  of  this  Government  by  the 
Chinese  minister  in  a  note,  which,  while  not  unnaturally  exhibiting 
some  misconception  of  our  Federal  system  of  administration  in  the 
Territories  while  they  as  yet  are  not  in  the  exercise  of  the  full  meas- 
ure of  that  sovereign  self-government  pertaining  to  the  States  of  the 
Union,  presents  in  truthful  terms  the  main  features  of  the  cruel  out- 
rages there  perpetrated  upon  inoffensive  subjects  of  China.  In  the 
investigation  of  the  Bock  Springs  outbreak  and  the  ascertainment  of 
the  facts  on  which  the  Chinese  minister's  statements  rest,  the  Chinese 
representatives  were  aided  by  the  agents  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  reports  submitted,  having  been  thus  framed  and  recounting  facts 
within  the  knowledge  of  witnesses  on  both  sides,  possess  an  impartial 
tmthftdness  which  could  not  fail  to  give  them  great  impressiveness. 
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<<  The  facts,  which  so  far  are  not  controverted  or  affected  by  any  ex- 
culpatory or  mitigating  testimony,  show  the  morder  of  a  number  of 
Chinese  sabjects  in  September  Jast,  at  Bock  Springs,  the  wounding  of 
many  others,  and  the  spoliation  of  the  property  of  all  when  the  anhappy 
sorvivors  had  been  driven  from  their  habitations.  There  is  no  allega- 
tion that  the  victims,  by  any  lawless  or  disorderly  act  on  their  part, 
contributed  to  bring  about  a  collision.  On  the  contrary,  it  appears  that 
the  law-abiding  disposition  of  these  people,  who  were  sojourners  in  oar 
midst  under  the  sanction  of  hospitality  and  express  treaty  obligatioDS, 
was  made  the  pretext  for  the  attack  upon  them.  This  outrage  upon 
law  and  treaty  engagements  was  committed  by  a  lawless  mob.  None 
of  the  aggressors,  happily  for  the  national  good  fame,  appear  by  the 
reports  to  have  been  citizens  of  the  United  States.  They  were  aliens, 
engaged  in  that  remote  district  as  mining  laborers,  who  became  excited 
against  the  Chinese  laborers,  as  it  would  seem,  because  of  their  refusal 
to  join  them  in  a  strike  to  secure  higher  wages.  The  oppression  of 
Chinese  subjects*  by  their  rivals  in  the  competition  for  labor  does  not 
differ  in  violence  and  illegality  from  that  applied  to  other  dlasses  of 
native  or  alien  labor.  All  are  equally  under  the  protection  of  law,  and 
equally  entitled  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of  assured  public  order. 

'^  Were  there  no  treaty  in  existence  referring  to  the  rights  of  Chinese 
subjects,  did  tbey  come  hither  as  all  other  strangers  who  voluntarily 
resort  to  this  land  of  freedom,  of  self-government,  and  of  laws,  here 
peaceably  to  win  their  bread  and  to  live  their  lives,  there  can  be  no 
question  that  they  would  be  entitled  still  to  the  same  measure  of  pro- 
tection from  violence,  and  the  same  free  forum  for  the  redress  of  their 
grievances  as  any  other  aliens. 

^<  So  fkr  as  the  treaties  between  the  United  States  and  China  stipu- 
late for  the  treatment  of  the  Chinese  subjects  actually  in  the  United 
States  as  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  <  the  most  favored  nation '  are  treated, 
they  create  no  new  status  for  them  ;  they  simply  recognize  and  confirm 
a  general  and  existing  rule,  applicable  to  all  aliens  alike,  for  none  are 
favored  above  others  by  domestic  law,  and  none  by  foreign  treaties 
unless  it  be  the  Chinese  themselves  in  some  respects.  For,  by  the  third 
article  of  the  treaty  of  November  17, 1880,  between  the  United  States 
and  China,  it  is  provided  that : 

"<Abtiole  in. 

'^  ^  If  Chinese  laborers,  or  Chinesie  of  any  other  class,  now  either  per- 
manently or  temporarily  residing  in  the  territory  of  the  United  States, 
meet  with  ill-treatment  at  the  hands  of  any  other  persons,  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  will  exert  all  its  power  to  devise  measures 
for  their  protection,  and  to  secure  to  them  the  same  rights,  privileges, 
immunities,  and  exemptions  as  may  be  enjoyed  by  the  citizens  or  sub- 
jects of  the  most  favored  nation,  and  to  which  they  are  entitled  by 

treaty.' 
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^^  This  article  may  be  held  to  conBtitate  a  special  privilege  for  Chinese 
subjects  in  the  United  States  as  compared  with  other  aliens,  not  that 
it  creates  any  peculiar  rights  which  others  do  not  share,  but  because  in 
case  of  ill-treatment  of  the  Chinese  in  the  United  States  this  Govern- 
ment is  bound  to  ^  exert  all  its  power  to  devise  measures  for  their  pro- 
tection '  by  securing  to  them  the  rights  to  which,  equally  with  any  and 
all  foreigners,  they  are  entitled. 

«<  Whether  it  is  now  incumbent  upon  the  United  States  to  amend  their 
general  laws  or  devise  new  measures  in  this  regard,  I  do  not  consider 
in  the  present  communication,  but  confine  myself  to  the  particular  point 
raised  by  the  outrage  and  massacre  at  Bock  Springs. 

^*  The  note  of  the  Chinese  minister,  and  the  documents  which  accom- 
pany  it,  give,  as  I  believe,  an  unezaggerated  statement  of  the  lamenta- 
ble incident,  and  present  impressively  the  regrettable  circumstance  that 
the  proceedings,  in  the  name  of  justice,  for  the  ascertainment  of  the 
crime  and  fixing  the  responsibility  therefor  were  a  ghastly  mockery  of 
lustice.  So  long  as  the  Chinese  minister,  under  his  instructions,  makes 
this  the  basis  of  an  appeal  to  the  principles  and  convictions  of  mankind, 
no  exception  can  be  taken  ;  but  when  he  goes  further,  and,  taking  as  his 
precedent  the  action  of  the  Chinese  Government  in  past  instances  where 
the  lives  of  American  citizens  and  their  property  in  Chiua  have  been 
endangered,  argnes  a  reciprocal  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  to  indemnify  the  Chinese  subjects  who  suffered  at  Eock  Springs, 
it  becomes  necessary  to  meet  his  argument  and  to  deny,  most  emphat- 
ically, the  conclusions  he  seeks  to  draw  as  to  the  existence  of  such  a 
liability,  and  the  right  of  the  Chinese  Government  to  insist  upon  it. 

<<  I  draw  the  attention  of  the  Congress  to  the  latter  part  of  the  note  of 
the  Secretary  of  State  of  February  18,  1886,  in  reply  to  the  Chinese 
minister's  representations,  and  to  invite  especial  consideration  of  the 
cogent  reasono  by  which  he  reaches  the  conclusion  that,  whilst  the  United 
States  Government  is  under  no  obligation,  whether  by  the  express  terms 
of  its  treaties  with  China  or  the  principles  of  international  law,  to  in- 
demnify these  Chinese  subjects  for  losses  caused  by  such  means  and 
under  the  admitted  circumstances,  yet  that  in  view  of  the  palpable  and 
discreditable  failure  of  the  anthorities  of  Wyoming  Territory  to  bring 
to  justice  the  guilty  parties  or  to  assure  to  the  sufferers  an  impartial 
forum  in  which  to  seek  and  obtain  compensation  for  the  losses  which 
those  subjects  have  incurred  by  a  lack  of  police  protection,  and  consid- 
ering further  the  entire  absence  of  provocation  or  contribntion  on  the 
part  of  the  victims,  the  Executive  may  be  induced  to  bring  the  matter 
to  the  benevolent  consideration  of  the  Congress,  in  order  that  that  body, 
in  its  high  discretion,  may  direct  the  bounty  of  the  Government  in  aid 
of  innocent  and  peaceful  strangers  whose  maltreatment  has  brought 
discredit  upon  the  country,  with  the  distinct  understanding  that  such 
action  is  in  nowise  to  be  held  as  a  precedent,  is  wholly  gratuitous,  and 
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18  resorted  to  in  the  spirit  of  pure  generosity  toward  those  who  are  other- 
wise helpless." 

Plesident  ClevelaDd,  Speoial  Message  of  Mar.  2,  1886. 

^'  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  the  very  interestiug 
and  important  communication  which  you  addressed  to  me  on  the  30th 
of  Kovember  last,  touching  the  treatment  of  Chinese  subjects  in  the 
United  States. 

^<  The  subject  to  which  your  note  relates  has  already  received  the 
most  earnest  and  careful  consideration  of  the  President,  in  whose  annual 
message  to  the  houses  of  Congress  in  December  last  you  cannot  have 
failed  to  note  very  impressive  recommendations  fully  recognizing  the 
responsibility  of  this  Government  to  observe,  in  letter  and  in  spirit,  the 
duties  of  benignity  and  friendship  to  which  your  note  refers,  as  set  forth 
in  the  treaties  of  1868  and  1880,  between  the  United  States  and  China. 
And,  although  my  formal  reply  to  your  note  has  been  somewhat  delayed, 
owing  to  causes  beyond  my  control  and  in  part  painfully  personal  to 
myself,  you  will  doubtless  have  observed,  or  at  least  conjectured,  the 
influence  of  your  communication  in  the  following  reference  of  the  Pre8i> 
dent  to  the  condition  and  treatment  of  Chinese  subjects  resorting  to 
this  country : 

^<  ^In  the  application  of  the  acts  lately  passed  to  execute  the  treaty  of 
1880,  restrictive  of  the  immigration  of  Chinese  laborers  into  the  United 
States,  individual  cases  of  hardship  have  occurred  beyond  the  power  of 
the  Executive  to  remedy,  and  calling  for  judicial  determination. 

^^  ^  The  condition  of  the  Chinese  question  in  the  Western  States  and 
Territories  is,  despite  this  restrictive  legislation,  far  from  being  satis- 
factory. The  recent  outbreak  in  Wyoming  Territory,  where  numbers 
of  uno£fending  Chinamen,  indisputably  within  the  protection  of  the 
treaties  and  the  law,  were  murdered  by  a  mob,  and  the  still  more  recent 
threatened  outbreak  of  the  same  character  in  Washington  Territory,  are 
fresh  in  the  minds  of  all,  and  there  is  apprehension  lest  the  bitterness 
of  feeling  against  the  Mongolian  race  on  the  Pacific  slope  may  find  vent 
in  similar  lawless  demonstrations.  All  the  power  of  this  Government 
should  be  exerted  to  maintain  the  amplest  good  faith  toward  China  in 
the  treatment  of  these  men ;  and  the  inflexible  sternness  of  the  law  in 
bringing  the  wrong-doer  to  justice  should  be  insisted  upon. 

« ^  Every  effort  has  been  made  by  this  Gk)vernment  to  prevent  these 
violent  outbreaks  and  to  aid  the  representatives  of  China  in  their  inves- 
tigation of  these  outrages ;  and  it  is  but  just  to  say  that  they  are  trace- 
able to  the  lawlessness  of  men  not  citizens  of  the  United  States  engaged 
in  competition  with  Chinese  laborers. 

'^  'Eace  prejudice  is  the  chief  factor  in  originating  these  disturbances, 
and  it  exists  in  a  large  part  of  our  domain,  jeopardizing  our  domestic 
peace  and  the  good  relationship  we  strive  to  maintain  with  China.' 

<<  The  President's  unambiguous  and  frank  declarations  stated  have 
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antioipatedy  for  the  most  part,  the  tenor  of  my  delayed  reply  to  your 
note. 

'^  Ton  and  your  Oovemment  are  so  well  aware  of  the  sincerity  with 
which  this  Government  professes  its  desire  and  intention  to  carry  out 
in  the  fullest  good  faith  all  obligations  springing  from  international 
comity  and  inspired  by  the  especial  amity  which  finds  expression  in 
the  several  treaties  between  the  United  States  and  China,  that  it  may, 
perhaps,  be  superfluous  for  me  to  reiterate  assurances  of  our  sorrow  and 
abhorrence  caused  by  the  lawless  and  cruel  outrages  of  which  so  many 
of  your  countrymen  were  unhappily  made  the  victims  in  September  last 
at  Bock  Springs,  in  the  Territory  of  Wyoming,  and  which  have  been 
fully  and  truthfully  recited  in  your  note  and  in  the  accompanying  docu- 
ments. 

^'  Let  me  assure  you,  however,  that  I  but  speak  the  voice  of  honest 
and  true  American  citizens  throughout  this  country,  and  of  the  Govern- 
ment founded  on  their  will,  when  I  denounce  with  feeling  and  indigna- 
tion the  bloody  outrages  and  shocking  wrongs  which  were  there  inflicted 
upon  a  body  of  your  countrymen.  There  is  nothing  to  extenuate  such 
offenses  against  humanity  and  law,  and  not  the  least  of  the  outrages 
upon  the  good  name  of  the  law  was  the  wretched  travesty  of  the  forms 
of  justice  by  a  certain  local  officer,  acting  as  coroner,  and  pi*etending 
to  give  a  legal  account  of  the  manner  in  which  the  victims  met  their 
death. 

^^  It  appears  from  your  statements  and  the  reports  transmitted  in  sup- 
port thereof— the  accuracy  of  which  I  do  not  question — that  twenty- 
eight  of  your  countrymen  were  killed  outright  at  Bock  Springs,  fifteen 
were  wounded,  and  many  more  driven  from  their  homes,  while  the  prop- 
erty of  Ghinese  subjects  to  the  value  of  upwards  of  (147,000  was  either 
destroyed  or  pillaged  by  the  rioters. 

^^  My  sense  of  humanity  is  no  less  aroused  than  yours  to  strong  feel- 
ings of  indignation  and  commiseration;  but,  besides  this  common  senti- 
ment, I  feel  with  equal  poignancy  deep  mortification  that  such  a  blot 
should  have  been  cast  upon  the  record  of  our  Government  of  laws. 

<<  To  aid  in  weighing  the  responsibility  for  these  occurrences  and  to 
attain  a  clearer  comprehension  of  the  wrong,  its  origin,  its  progress,  and 
its  proper  remedies,  I  will  ask  your  attention  to  a  few  of  the  main  ad- 
mitted facts,  as  stilted  by  yourself  and  as  disclosed  by  the  investigation, 
in  which,  as  you  justly  say,  your  official  agents  were  importantly  assisted 
by  the  presence  of  officers  of  the  United  States  Army  specially  assigned 
for  that  purpose. 

<<  The  region  in  which  this  outbreak  occurred  is  not  within  the  borders 
of  any  State  of  the  United  States,  but  is  within  the  limits  of  Wyoming 
Territory.  "You  make  the  point  that  this  Territory  is  directly  under  the 
control  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  that  the  acts  of  Territorial  offi- 
cers are  in  that  degree  those  of  the  United  States  in  the  national  capac- 
itjy  tiot  those  of  a  distinct  sovereignty.    In  this  you  approximately  state 
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a  broad  proposition,  bat  do  not  accurately  give  it  specific  application. 
By  its  enabling  and  organic  law  the  Territory  of  Wyoming  enjoys  local 
self-government,  with  a  fhll  equipment  of  officials  in  every  branch  known 
to  our  republican  fbrms,  who  are  invested  with  full  authority  to  main- 
tain law  and  order  and  administer  justice  to  all  inhabitants.  This  Ter-' 
ritorial  government  contains  the  usual  framework  of  the  other  republics 
which  combine  to  form  this  Union.  It  comprises  an  executive,  a  legis- 
lative, and  a  judicial  branch.  In  the  centers  of  population  this  govern- 
ment is  as  competent  to  discharge  its  administrative  obligations  as  is 
the  government  of  any  State,  and  is  responsible  in  the  same  way.  Re- 
cent occurrences  at  Seattle,  in  the  Territory  of  Washington,  show  this. 
Blood  has  been  shed  there  lately  under  the  authority  of  Territorial  offi- 
cials in  successful  defense  and  assertion  of  the  right  of  certain  of  your 
countrymen  to  peaceable  and  law-observant  residence. 

^<  The  scene  of  the  lamentable  occurrences  at  Bock  Springs  was,  how- 
ever, remote  from  any  center  of  population,  and  was  marked  by  all  the 
customary  features  of  a  newly  and  scantily  settled  locality.  It  con- 
sisted of  a  scattered  assemblage  of  dwellings  near  a  railway  station  and 
in  the  vicinity  of  some  coal  mines.  The  population  was  made  up  of 
men  of  all  races,  migratory  in  their  habits ;  some  engaged  as  laborers 
in  mining,  while  others  were  employed  in  furnishing  their  supplies.  Of 
formal  recognized  authority  there  were  few  representatives,  and  little 
or  no  attempt  at  organized  police.  It  was,  in  short,  a  rude  commence- 
ment of  a  community  on  the  outposts  of  civilization,  and,  like  all  such . 
beginnings,  largely  dependent  for  stability  and  order  on  the  congruity 
of  the  elements  of  which  it  was  composed. 

"  To  this  remote  and  unprotected  region  your  countrymen  voluntarily 
resorted  in  large  numbers.  The  attack  upon  them,  as  your  note  truly 
states,  was  made  suddenly  by  a  lawless  baud  of  about  one  hundred  and 
fifty  armed  men,  who  had  given  no  previous  intimation  of  their  criminal 
intent.  These  men  were  discontented  mining  laborers,  who  had  pre- 
viously sought  to  induce  the  Chinese  to  join  with  them  in  a  conceri:ed 
strike  for  higher  wages,  and  their  overtures  being  rejected,  they  became 
angered  on  that  account.  This,  I  believe,  is  the  only  motive  for  the 
assault  discernible  and  alleged  in  the  reported  evidence. 

^'  On  neither  side,  among  assailants  or  assailed,  was  there  any  repre- 
sentative of  the  Government  of  China  or  of  the  United  States  or  of  the 
Territory  6f  Wyoming.  There  was,  therefore,  as  there  could  be,  no  offi- 
cial insult  or  wrong.  Whatever  occurred  was  between  private  individu- 
als wholly  devoid  of  official  character.  It  was,  moreover,  absolutely 
without  national  character.  The  domestic  element  of  an  ordinary  civil 
disturbance  was  wanting.  The  assailants,  equally  with  the  aasailed, 
were  strangers  in  our  land.  In  strict  truth,  the  hospitality  of  a  friendly 
country,  no  less  than  the  rights  of  peaceful  sojourners  therein,  may  be 
said  to  have  been  outraged  by  a  body  of  aliens,  who,  being  permitted 
by  the  generosity  of  our  laws  to  enter  our  borders  and  roam  unchecked 
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and  at  will  througboat  its  jurisdiction,  freely  and  profitably  selecting 
tbeir  places  of  abode  and  finding  occupation  therein,  have  abnsed  the 
privileges  thus  accorded  to  them  and  committed  gross  breaches  of  the 
public  peace,  suddenly  and  doubtless  with  the  knowledge  that  nowhere 
within  summons  could  any  police  organization  be  found  in  sufficient 
force  to  stay  their  criminal. hands. 

'<  As  you  are  aware,  in  the  States  of  the  Union,  and  also  in  the  organ- 
ized Territories,  and  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  where  the  Oovemment 
of  the  nation  has  its  Federal  seat,  the  conservation  of  the  public  peace 
is  committed  to  the  local  authorities,  and  crimes  of  violence  involving 
the  lives  and  safety  of  the  property  of  individuals  are  held  to  be  in  vio- 
>  lation  of  ^he  peace,  and  in  derogation  of  the  local  laws  and  jurisdiction 
This  violation  constitutes  the  criminality  which  the  police  of  the  com* 
munity  seeks  to  prevent  by  all  rational  precautions,  and  which  the  law 
is  intended  to  punish. 

'^  Violent  assaults  and  homicides  in  all  newly-settled  countries  are 
very  frequent  and  in  proportion  as  the  social  elements  are  incongruous 
and  the  organization  of  the  x>olice  and  judiciary  is  inchoate  and  imper- 
fect. 

<<  The  Government  of  the  United  States,  opening  its  vast  domain  so 
freely  to  actual  settlers,  has  extended  the  scope  and  power  of  the  Oon- 
stitution  and  laws  over  the  Territories,  by  confiding  to  their  local  legis- 
latures and  government  the  duty  and  x>ower  of  maintaining  order,  pre- 
serving the  public  peace,  and  punishing  infractions  thereof.  In  this 
respect  the  local  authority  and  responsibility  is  in  practice  as  self-con- 
t£(ined  in  a  Territory  as  in  a  State. 

'^Moreover,  this  local^ authority  and  resi>onsibility  is  applied  to  and 
affects  all  inhabitants  alike.  Before  the  law,  alien  and  native  are  equal. 
Your  note,  however,  intimated  rather  than  argues,  the  existence  of 
special  and  peculiar  responsibility  in  respect  of  the  Chinese  in  our 
midst.  By  argument  and  analogy  you  seek  to  show  that  a  singular 
and  exceptional  obligation  rests  upon  the  United  States  toward  China- 
men, correspondent  and  reciprocal  to  the  contractual  obligations  of 
China  in  respect  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  resorting  thither. 

<'An  examination  of  the  treaty  stipulations  becomes,  therefore,  most 
important  towards  an  understanding  of  this  question  as  stated  by  you. 
I  am,  of  course,  not  unaware  that  your  argument  is  essentially  dd  hom- 
inem;  that  it  appeals  to  the  sense  of  justice  and  fair  play  innate  in 
the  human  breast;  that  it  alleges  that  the  golden  rule  'to  do  to  others 
as  they  would  have  others  do  to  them'  is  recited  approvingly  in  Article 
XXIX  of  the  treaty  of  1858  between  the  two  nations ;  and  that  it 
advances  the  assumption  that  'if  the  view'  heretofore  taken  in  an 
analogous  case,  'as  to  the  obligations  of  the  United  States  to  make 
indemnity  for  injuries  to  private  individuals  from  mob  violence,  should 
be  insisted  upon  and  adhered  to  by'  the  United  States,  '  China  should^ 
in  due  reciprocity  and  international  comity^  accept  and  practice  the  same 
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principle.^  Bat,  before  this  ad  hominem  argament  can  be  duly  weighed, 
we  mast  know  where  the  conventional  argament  actually  places  ns,  and 
the  measare  of  protection  and  redress  they  actually  and  necesaoiily 
contemplate  in  the  respective  countries. 

^^  The  conventional  stipolations  between  the  United  States  and  China, 
to  which  you  have  referred,  are,  as  you  state,  and  as  appears  from  their 
face,  in  nowise  reciprocal.  Under  the  respective  system  and  nature 
of  the  two  Governments  they  would  not  have  been  made  reciprocal, 
nor  were  they  intended  to  be  so.  The  frankness  which  animates  yoor 
note  will,  I  think,  lead  you  to  agree  with  me,  after  considering  the  very 
different  organizations  and  policies  of  the  Governments  of  oar  respective 
countries  which  find  frequent  recognition  in  the  terms  of  the  sandiy 
treaties  between  them,  that  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  Chinese 
subjects  now  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  are  vastly 
greater  than  ever  were  or  are  extended  to  American  citizens  who,  under 
the  restrictions  of  the  treaties,  are  allowed  to  reside  and  transact  busi- 
ness in  China. 

<<  The  several  treaties  of  1844, 1858, 1868,  and  1880  are  acts  in  pari 
materia^  and  no  subsequent  one  of  them  abrogates  those  which  are 
prior  in  date.  There  have  been  successive  modifications,  extensions,  or 
substitutions  as  to  special  subjects,  but  always  in  express  revival  and 
renewal  of  pre-existing  treaties ;  and,  unless  abrogated  in  express  terms 
or  repealed  impliedly  by  the  adoption  of  new  and  inconsistent  features, 
they  all  remain  in  force.  Ux>on  those  premises,  and  passing  all  the 
personal  and  residential  stipulations  in  review,  we  find  restrictions  ^- 
pressly  recognized  throughout  all  the  treaties,  which  prove  the  inabilily 
to  provide  reciprocity,  by  reason  of  the  totally  variant  basis  on  which 
the  administrative  fhnctions  and  powers  of  the  two  countries  are  con- 
ducted. 

'<  Until  1868  no  right  of  immigration  of  Chinese  subjects  to  the  United 
States  was  ever  formally  extended.  None  was,  perhaps,  needed,  for, 
under  our  free  popular  Government,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  restrictive 
legislation,  our  territory  was  and  is  equally  open  to  all  aliens.  It  was 
altogether  different  in  China.  That  country  was  closed  to  alien  residence 
as  by  a  wall.  A  specific  right  had  to  be  conventionally  created  before 
this  exclusion  could  be  modified.  To  certain  classes  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  the  treaty  of  1844  granted  carefully  restricted  rights  to 
visit  and  sojourn  in  China,  but  in  every  one  of  the  articles  which  treats 
of  transient  or  permanent  right  of  residence  appears  the  qualification 
that  it  is  for  purposes  of  trade. 

^^ Article  I  applies  to  our  citizens  '  resorting  to  China  for  thepurpo$tt 
of  commerce.'^ 

^^Article  III  permits  Americans  to  frequent  certain  specified  ports, 
^  and  to  reside  with  their  families  arid  trade  thsre! 

^^Article  IV  relates  to  <  citizens  of  the  United  States  doing  huHneu 
at  the  said '  ports. 
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^'Article  Y  refers  to  '  oitizeDS  of  the  United  States  lawfully  engaged 
in  commerce.^  The  important  Article  XIX,  in  regard  to  protection, 
speaks  of  <  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  China  peaceably  attending 
to  their  affairs  J  and  by  '  their  affairs '  we  may  regard  the  '  lawful '  com- 
merce elsewhere  spoken  of  in  the  treaty  as  having  been  uppermost  in 
the  minds  of  the  negotiators.  Not  merely  was  the  purpose  of  their 
sojourn  restricted,  but  citizens  of  the  United  States  could  not,  under 
Article  XYII,  lawfully  transgress  certain  residential  limits.  Even 
within  those  limits  they  were  not  free  to  select  the  sites  for  their  <  houses 
and  places  of  business,  and  also  hospitals,  churches,  and  cemeteries.' 
The  ^  merchants^  of  the  United  States  were  not  to  unreasonably  insist 
on  particular  spots  for  those  objects.  Their  residence  was  expressly 
conditioned  on  its  being  acceptable  to  the  native  inhabitants.  The 
treaty  says,  and  I  am  sure  you  will  recognize  the  force  of  this  provision : 

<<  'The  local  authorities  of  the  two  Oovemments  shall  select  in  concert 
the  sites  for  the  foregoing  object,  Iwfcvng  due  regard  to  the  feelings  of  the 
people  in  the  location  thereof^ 

''And  of  that  found  at  the  close  of  the  same  Article  XYII : 

'"And  in  order  to  the  preservation  of  the  public  peace^  the  local  officers 
of  the  Government  at  each  of  the  five  ports  shall,  in  concert  with  the 
consuls,  define  the  limits  beyond  which  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  citizens 
of  the  United  States  to  goJ 

"  The  impracticability  of  maintaining  efficient  police  protection  in 
many  portions  of  every  widely-extended  domain  was  recognized  by  the 
Chinese  Oovemmeut  when  they  expressly  guarded  against  liability  in 
the  closing  paragraph  of  Article  XXI Y  of  the  treaty  of  1844,  as  follows : 

'<  ^But  i1^  by  reason  of  the  extent  of  territory  and  numerous  popula- 
tion of  China,  it  should  in  any  case  happen  that  the  robbers  cannot  be 
apprehended  or  the  property  only  in  part  recovered,  then  the  law  will 
take  its  course  in  regard  to  the  local  authorities,  but  the  Chinese  Gov- 
ernment will  not  make  indemnity  for  the  goods  lost.' 

<<  Article  XII  of  the  treaty  of  1858  is  a  substantial  reaffirmation  of  these 
conditions.  And  it  is  to  be  noted  that  this  treaty  of  1858,  while  reen- 
acting  many  of  the  provisions  of  that  of  1844,  and  passing  over  others, 
in  no  place  intimates  any  enlargement  of  the  residential  class  of  unoffi- 
cial American  citizens  to  include  others  than  merchants  and  their  fami- 
lies within  the  narrow  limits  aforesaid.  Ten  years  later  we  find  the 
Burlingame  treaty  opening  with  the  significantv  declaration  that  the 
object  of  preceding  treaties  has  been  to  give  aliens  certain  restricted 
privileges  of  resort  and  residence  in  particular  localities  ^for  purposes 
of  trade.'  Article  Y  appears  to  extend  the  purposes  of  residence  and 
resort  by  including  'curiosity'  as  a  motive;  but  even  this  extension  is 
incidental  to  the  enunciation  of  a  principle,  so  that  laws  may  be  passed, 
not  to  guarantee  ^firee  migration  and  emigration'  without  limit,  but  to 
prohibit  involuntary  emigration — in  other  words,  to  suppress  the  labor 

and  coolie  traffic 
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<^ Article  VII  permits  Americans  to  establish  schools  in  China,  and  by 
implication  includes  American  teachers  in  the  classes  admitted  to  re- 
stricted residence.  In  thiSt  as  in  the  other  treaties,  there  is  nothing  to 
offset  the  idea  of  continued  restriction,  for  Article  VI,  which  gives  to 
citizens  of  the  United  States  visiting  or  residing  in  China  *  the  same 
privileges,  immunities,  or  exemptions  in  respect  to  travel  or  residence 
as  may  there  be  enjoyed  by  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  the  most  favored 
nation,'  neither  creates  nor  extends  any  right  of  alien  sojourn,  but  rather 
confirms  the  announced  determination  of  China  to  reserve  all  such  rights 
not  expressly  granted. 

<^  To  sum  up,  as  the  treaties  stand,  American  citizens  not  of  diplo- 
matic or  consular  oiftce  may  resort  to  China  for  trade,  for  curiosity,  or 
as  teachers,  and  then  only  to  certain  carefully  limited  localities,  '  har> 
ing  due  regard  to  the  feelings  of  the  people  in  the  location  thereof.'  If 
the  citizens  or  subjects  of  any  other  power  should  be  granted  other  or 
greater  privileges,  then  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  will  have  equal 
treatment 

<^On  the  other  hand,  Chinese  subjects  were  at  all  times  finee  between 
1844  and  1868  to  come  to  the  United  States  and  travel  or  sojourn 
therein,  pursuing  whatever  lawful  occupation  they  might  see  fit  to  en- 
gage in,  without  the  need  of  treaty  guarantee.  The  sixth  article  of  the 
Burlingame  treaty  created  no  privilege  in  their  behalf ;  it  simply  recorded 
an  existing  fact ;  for  the  Chinese  were  then  as  free  to  visit  and  sojourn 
in  the  United  States  as  any  other  aliens  were,  and  no  law  of  regulation 
or  inhibition  was  upon  our  statute-books. 

^^  There  was,  therefore,  in  all  these  years  no  reciprocity  of  treatment 
at  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  the  one  country  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  other.  There  could  not  be,  for  the  Chinese  Government  so  restricted 
and  hedged  about  its  conceded  and  carefully  limited  privileges  as  to 
make  reciprocity  impossible  on* the  part  of  the  United  States,  unless 
taking  the  form  of  retaliation,  which  our  system  of  laws  makes  imprac- 
ticable. 

^^The  treaty  of  1880  is  absolutely  unilateral.  It  conveys  no  hint  of 
reciprocity.  Its  second  article  gives  to  Chinese  teachers,  students, 
merchants,  and  those  actuated  by  motives  of  curiosity,  and  also  to  the 
Chinese  laborers  then  (1880)  in  the  United  States,  the  right  to  ^  go  and 
come  of  their  own  free  will  and  accord,'  and,  in  addition  to  this,  the 
same  treatment  as  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  the  most  favored  nation. 
I  refhiin  from  asking  you  to  point  out  to  me  any  responsive  position  in 
any  of  our  treaties  with  China  which  guarantees  to  American  teachers, 
stndents,  merchants,  curiosity  seekers,  and  laborers  the  right  to  '  go  and 
<)ome  of  their  own  free  will  and  accord'  throughout  the  length  and 
breadth  of  China,  <  without  regard  to  the  feelings  of  the  people'  in  the 
localities  whither  they  may  resort.  I  likewise  refrain  from  invoking  tbe 
argumentum  adhominem^  as  yon  have  done,  and  from  inquiring  whether, 
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in  thas  restnciing  the  resort  and  residence  of  aliens,  Ohina  has  'done 
as  she  would  be  done  by.'  I  am  content  to  assume  that  these  restric- 
tions are  of  the  nature  of  the  case,  and  that  China  has  sought  to  confine 
her  duty  in  respect  of  aliens  within  such  limits  as  might  be  convenient 
and  practicable  for  its  exercise,  but  always  granting  no  more  privilege 
than  she  chooses  to  grant,  and  conceding  none  whatever  as  of  right,  but 
only  as  matter  of  convention.  And  (although  the  point  is  not  directly 
allied  to  the  object-matter)  you  will  permit  me  to  remark  that  I  find  a 
pertinent  illustration  of  the  subjection  of  all  privileges  of  alien  sojourn 
in  China  to  the  mere  volition  of  its  Oovernment,  rather  than  to  princi- 
ples of  international  usage  or  comity,  in  the  very  narrow  rights  of  visit 
and  sojourn  accorded  by  treaties  even  to  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  in  the  Chinese  capital. 

^<  Passing  from  the  question  of  reciprocity,  whether  in  its  sentimental 
or  contractual  aspects,  to  the  question  of  the  actual  guarantee  stipulated 
by  the  United  States  to  Chinese  of  all  classes,  including  laborers  within 
their  jurisdiction,  and  of  the  responsibilities  of  this  Government  in  the 
^matter,  we  find  that  in  the  treaty  of  1868,  by  its  sixth  article,  the  United 
States,  for  the  first  time,  established  as  a  treaty  right  the  theretofore 
consuetudinary  privilege  of  emigration  of  Chinese  to  this  country. 
That  article  says : 

<^ '  Chinese  subjects,  visiting  or  residing  in  the  United  States,  shall 
enjoy  the  same  privileges,  immunities,  and  exemptions  in  respect  to 
travel  or  residence  as  may  there  be  enjoyed  by  the  citizens  or  subjects 
of  the  most  favored  nation.' 

<<  This  is  renewed,  with  definition  and  limitation  of  the  particular 
classes  of  Chinese  to  which  it  is  applicable,  in  the  second  article  of  the 
treaty  of  1880. 

'<  What  is  the  substantial  and  full  intent  and  meaning  of  these  pro- 
visions as  laid  down  in  1868,  and  again  with  special  definition  in  1880 1 

'<  What  *•  most  favored  nation '  is  to  be  taken  as  a  test  and  for  the 
purpose  of  comparing  the  rights  of  its  citizens  or  subjects  in  the 
United  States  with  those  of  China  t 

'<  To  constitute  a  special  favor  between  nations  it  must  exist  in  virtue 
of  treaty  or  law,  and  be  extended  in  terms  to  a  particular  nation  as  a 
nation.  Applying  this  test,  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  no  nation  (unless 
it  be  those  of  China)  have  any  special  favor  in  the  way  of  personal  treat- 
ment shown  them  in  the  United  States.  All  are  treated  alike,  the  sub- 
jects of  the  most  powerful  nations  equally  with  others.  An  Englishman, 
a  Frenchman,  a  German,  a  Bussian,  is  neither  more  nor  less  favored 
than  one  of  any  other  nationality. 

'<  Tried  by  this  test,  will  it  be  denied  that  the  public  and  local  laws 
throughout  the  United  States  make  no  distinction  or  discrimination 
nnfiftvorable  to  any  man  by  reason  of  his  Chinese  nationality,  except 
only  those  Federal  laws  regulating,  limiting,  and  suspending  Chinese 
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immigration  which  have  been  enacted  in  conformity  with  the  express 
provisions  of  the  treaty  of  1880? 

"  Wbat  are  the  daties  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  under 
that  treaty  toward  Chinese  subjects  within  their  jurisdiction  t 

*^  The  Chinese  subjects  now  in  the  United  States  are  certainly  accorded 
all  the  rights,  privileges,  immunities,  and  exemptions  which  pertain  lo 
the  citizens  and  subjects  of  the  most  fSetvored  nation,  as  is  provided  iu 
the  second  article  of  the  treaty.  They  are  suffered  to  travel  at  will  all 
over  the  United  States,  to  engage  in  any  lawfal  occupation,  and  to  reside 
in  any  quarter  which  they  may  select,  and  there  is  no  avenue  to  public 
justice  or  protection  for  their  lives,  their  commercial  contracts,  or  their 
property  in  any  of  its  forms  which  is  not  equally  open  to  them  as  to  the 
citizens  of  our  own  country. 

^^The  same  laws  are  administered  by  the  same  tribunals  to  Chinese 
subjects  as  to  American  citizens,  save  in  one  respect,  wherein  the 
Chinese  alien  is  the  more  favored,  since  he  has  the  right  of  option  m 
selecting  either  a  State  or  a  Federal  tribunal  for  the  trial  of  his  rights, 
which,  in  many  cases  is  denied  for  residential  causes  to  our  own  citizens  ; 
and  he  may  even  at  will  remove  his  cause  from  a  State  to  a  Federal 
court 

''Thus,  I  find  in  the  public  press  the  announcement  that  V^ing  Hing, 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  others,  Chinese  subjects,  has  lately  brought 
suit  in  the  United  States  circuit  court  to  recover  $132,000  from  the  city 
of  Eureka,  Humboldt  County,  California,  for  loss  of  property  by  the 
action  of  a  mob  in  February  of  last  year.  A  citizen  of  that  State  would 
have  been  compelled  to  resort  to  a  State  tribunal,  without  appeal  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  State,  whereas  the  Chinese  plaintiff  in  question 
can  carry  his  case  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  at  Washington,  thus 
divesting  his  rights  from  all  adverse  chance  of  local  prejudice. 

^'  I  think  you  will  thus  recognize,  in  the  same  frank  spirit  as  animates 
your  note,  that  none  of  the  protection  intended  by  the  law  for  our  own 
citizens  is  withheld  from  your  countrymen,  but  that,  on  the  contrary, 
they  possess  noteworthy  advantages  in  the  choice  of  forum  or  the 
removal  of  their  cause,  of  which  many  of  our  citizens  are  deprived. 

(<  The  provision  of  an  organized  and  in  some  cases  privileged  forum 
excludes  the  idea  of  direct  recourse  by  the  alien  to  other  means  of 
obtaining  justice  or  redress.  Tour  note  argues  that  direct  recourse  to 
administrative  or  executive  settlement  is  open  to  citizens  of  the  United 
States  in  China,  and  instances  are  cited  to  show  this.  Surely,  this  rather 
proves  that  to  the  alien  in  China  no  such  judicial  forum  is  secured  as  to 
aliens  in  the  United  States. 

''The  extraterritorial  tribunals  established  for  their  own  citizens  or 
subjects  by  all  the  powers  in  treaty  relations  with  China  are,  in  princi- 
ple and  from  the  reason  of  the  thing,  incompetent  to  abjudicate  ques- 
tions touching  the  liability  of  China  to  aliens.  In  default  of  Chinese 
tribunals  admittedly  competent  to  take  cognizance  of  the  causes  offer- 
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eigners,  what  alteniative  remuns  besides  denial  of  jostioe  or  resort  to 
diplomatic  settlement  t 

^^  The  system  of  Government  which  prevails  in  the  United  States,  and 
which  their  pablic  written  Oonstitntion  has  made  well  known  to  the 
Government  of  China  at  the  time  of  our  entering  into  treaties  with  that 
coontry,  creates  several  departments,  distinct  in  fanction,  yet  all  tend- 
ing to  secure  justice  and  to  maintain  law  aud  order.  These  three  dis- 
tributive divisions  of  the  sovereign  powers  of  the  American  people  are 
entirely  independent  of  each  other,  and  the  fundamental  principle  of 
their  several  action  is  the  non-interfiBrence  erf  their  respective  functions. 
.  Thus,  the  duty  of  the  Executive  is  to  carry  into  force  the  laws  enacted 
by  the  legislature,  and  his  only  warrant  of  authority  to  act  in  any  case 
must  be  found  in  the  Constitution,  or  in  the  laws  passed  in  pursuance 
thereof  by  the  co-ordinate  legislative  branch. 

*^To  tho  judicial  branch  is  committed  the  administration  of  remedies 
for  all  wrongs,  and  its  courts  are  open,  with  every  aid  they  can  devise, 
to  secure  publicity  and  impartiality  in  the  administration  of  justice  to 
every  human  being  found  within  their  jurisdiction.  Providing  thus  a 
remedy  for  all  individuals,  whether  many  or  few,  rich  or  poor,  and  of 
whatever  age,  sex,  race,  or  nationality,  the  question  of  liability  for 
reparation  or  indemnity  for  losses  to  individuals,  occurring  in  any  way, 
must  be  settled  by  the  judgments  of  the  judicial  branch,  unless  the  act 
complained  of  has  been  committed  under  official  authority  in  pursuance 
of  governmental  orders  to  that  end. 

'^The  Government  of  the  United  States  recognizes  in  the  fullest  sense 
the  honorable  obligation  of  its  treaty  stipulations,  the  duties  of  inter- 
national amity,  and  the  potentiality  of  justice  and  equity,  not  trammeled 
by  technical  rulings  nor  limited  by  statute.  But  among  such  obliga- 
tions are  not  the  reparation  of  injuries  or  the  satisfaction  by  indemnity 
of  wrongs  inflicted  by  individuals  upon  other  individuals  in  violation  of 
the  law  of  the  land. 

''Such  remedies  must  be  pursued  in  the  proper  quarter  and  through 
the  avenues  of  justice  marked  out  for  the  reparation  of  such  wrongs. 

''The  doctrine  of  the  non-liability  of  the  United  States  for  the  acts 
of  individuals  committed  in  violation  of  its  laws  is  clear  as  to  acts  of 
its  own  citizens,  and  a  fortiori  in  respect  to  aliens  who  abuse  the  priv- 
ilege accorded  them  of  residence  in  our  midst  by  breaking  the  public 
peace  and  infringing  upon  the  rights  of  others,  and  it  has  been  cor- 
rectly and  authoritatively  laid  down  by  my  predecessors  in  office,  to 
whose  declarations  in  that  behalf  your  note  refers.  To  that  doctrine 
the  course  of  this  Government  furnishes  no  exception.  And  in  this 
connection  I  venture  to  say  that  you  labor  under  a  misapprehension 
in  citing  as  an  exception  the  action  of  the  United  States,  in  1850,  in 
respect  of  the  violence  committed  upon  the  Spanish  consulate  at  New 
Orleans  by  a  mob  of  irresponsible  persons  unknown  to  the  Govem- 
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menty  and  with  which  no  officer  or  agent  of  the  United  States  was 
allied. 

^<  Nothing  can  be  clearer  than  the  enanciation  of  the  doctrine  of  Gov- 
ernment nonliability  on  that  occasion.  While  denouncing  8ach  out- 
rages as  disgraceful,  and  in  criminal  violation  of  law  and  order,  it  was 
emphatically  denied  that  the  acts  in  question  created  any  obligation  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States,  arising  out  of  the  good  faith  of  nations 
toward  each  other,  for  the  losses  thus  occasioned  by  and  to  individuals. 
Neither  is  there  a  parity  between  the  Spanish  incident  of  1850  and  the 
recent  riot  and  massacre  of  the  Chinese  at  Bock  Springs.  The  essen- 
tial feature  of  the  first  is  wholly  wanting  in  the  second.  The  emblem 
of  Spanish  nationality  had  suffered  an  affront  in  a  city  of  the  United 
States.  The  special  immunity  attaching  to  the  Spanish  consular  rep- 
resentative had  been  impaired  and  he  subjected  to  personal  Indignity. 
The  incident  occurred  at  a  time  when  the  Spanish  Gk)vemment  had 
just  shown  its  regard  for  and  good- will  toward  the  United  States  in 
pardoning  certain  American  citizens  who  had  participated  in  a  hostfle 
invasion  of  Guba,  and  had  incurred  the  condemnation  of  the  authorities 
of  that  country.  Becognizing  the  merciful  action  of  the  Queen  of  Spain 
in  this  regard,  and  as  a  responsive  act  of  generosity  and  friendship 
tending  toward  good  relationship,  the  President,  while  expressly  deny- 
ing the  principle  of  national  liability,  recommended  to  Congress  the 
appropriation  of  certain  moneys  to  be  paid  to  private  individuals  on 
account  of  the  damages  caused  by  riots  at  New  Orleans  and  Key  West, 
and  to  the  Spanish  consul  at  New  Orleans  a  special  indemnity  as  an 
official  of  Spain. 

^^In  one  thing,  however,  the  Spanish  riots  of  1850  and  the  Bock 
Springs  massacre  of  1884  are  similar:  both  grew  out  of  alien  animosi- 
ties transplanted  to  our  shores.  The  acts  of  the  mob  at  Key  West  and 
New  Orleans  were  largely,  perhaps  wholly,  due  to  the  resentment  of 
disaffected  Spanish  subjects  colonized  at  those -points  who  were  ready 
to  abuse  the  sacred  law  of  hospitality  and  make  the  land  of  their  asylum 
the  theater  of  attacks  on  the  recognized  sovereignty  of  Spain.  At 
Book  Springs,  as  I  have  shown,  the  cojiflict  sprang  from  labor  ques- 
tions between  aliens.  But  this  has  no  bearing  on  the  question  of  the 
indemnity  accorded  to  Spain,  which  was,  as  you,  indeed,  candidly 
admit  in  your  note,  ^a  voluntary  act  of  good- will  above  and  beyond 
the  strict  authorization  of  domestic  law,'  and,  I  may  add,  of  interna- 
tional law  also. 

^^A  measure  of  international  obligation  rests  on  the  United  States 
under  the  third  article  of  the  treaty  of  1880,  which,  in  the  event  Chi- 
nese laborers  or  others  in  the  United  States  '  meet  with  ill-treatment 
at  the  hands  of  other  persons,'  requires  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  to  ^  exert  all  its  power'  to  devise  measures  for  their  protection, 
and  to  secure  to  them  the  same  '  rights,  privileges,  immunities,  and 
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^exemptions  as  may  be  enjoyed  by  the  citizeDs  or  subjects  of  the  most 
favored  nation,  and  to  which  they  are  entitled  by  treaty.' 

^-  That  the  power  of  the  National  Government  is  promptly  and  effi- 
ciently exercised  whenever  occasion  unhappily  arises  therefor  you  have 
justly  acknowledged  and  it  has  been  abundantly  shown.  The  condi- 
tions under  which  this  power  may  be  applied  are  not  always  clear  and 
are  sometimes  very  difficult.  Causes  growing  out  of  the  peculiar  char- 
acteristics and  habits  of  the  Chinese  immigrants  have  induced  them  to 
segregate  themselves  from  the  rest  of  the  residents  and  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  and  to  refuse  to  mingle  with  the  mass  of  population  as 
do  the  members  of  other  nationalities.  As  a  consequence  race  prejudice 
has  been  more  excited  against  them,  notably  among  aliens  of  other 
nationalities  who  are  more  directly  brought  into  competition  with  the 
Chinese  in  those  ruder  fields  of  merely  manual  toil  wherein  our  skilled 
native  labor  finds  it  unprofitable  to  engage.  As  the  conflicting  elements 
are  less  law-abiding  and  more  ignorant,  the  clash  of  their  opposed  inter- 
ests is  the  fiercer.  The  question  of  labor  competition  is  one  that,  in  the 
present  condition  of  the  world's  history,  is  causing  convulsion  in  almost 
every  quarter  of  the  civilized  world,  and  the  United  States,  with  all 
their  breadth  of  territory  and  the  advantages  of  local  self-government 
by  and  for  the  people,  are  by  no  means  exempt  from  the  disorders  to 
which  the  struggle  for  bread  gives  rise. 

"  Moreover,  the  Chinese  laborers  voluntarily  carry  this  principle  of 
isolation  and  segregation  into  remote  regions  where  law  and  authority  are 
well  known  to  be  feeblest,  and  where  conflicts  of  labor  and  prejudices 
of  race  may  be  precipitated  on  the  slightest  pretext  and  carried  with- 
out check  to  limits  beyond  those  possible  where  the  powers  of  law  may 
be  better  organized. 

'<  No  measures  can  be  devised  to  meet  the  problem  which  do  not  take 
this  state  of  things  into  account,  nor  can  they  be  effective  if  they  do 
not  contemplate  the  Qxercise  of  authority  where  it  is  competent  to 
afford  protection,  for  these  measures  have  only  for  their  object  to  secure 
to  the  Chinese  the  same  rights  as  other  foreigners  of  the  most  favored 
nation  enjoy,  not  superior  or  special  rights.  For  Chinese  labor  is  not 
alone  repugnant  to  the  local  communities;  from  many  quarters  of  the 
land  comes  the  same  cry — ^the  conflict  of  difierent  alien  laborers  and  the 
oppression  of  the  weaker  by  the  stronger.  There  can  and  should  be  no 
discrimination  in  applying  punitive  measures  to  all  infractions  of  law. 
And  so,  too,  with  preventive  measures.  What  will  protect  a  Hungarian 
or  Italian  contracf  laborer  in  Pennsylvania,  or  a  Swedish  ^  non-union ' 
man  in  Ohio,  is  equally  applicable  to  a  Chinaman  on  the  Pacific  coast. 

^<I  have  traversed  somewhat  broader  ground  than  is  perhaps  re- 
quired by  the  propositions  of  your  note  of  November  30,  but  I  do  so 
because  your  later  note  of  February  15  appears  to  enlarge  the  area  of 
discussion. 
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"  Eeverting,  however,  to  your  appeal  of  November  30,  which  I  nnder- 
stand  to  be  a  direct  application  to  the  sense  of  equity  and  justice  of  the 
United  States  for  relief  for  the  unfortunate  victims  of  the  carnage  and 
excesses  of  the  mob  at  Rock  Springs,  I  am  compelled  to  state  most  dis- 
tinctly that  I  should  fail  in  my  duty  as  representing  the  well-founded 
principles  upon  which  rests  the  relation  of  this  Government  to  its  citi- 
zens, as  well  as  to  those  who  are  not  its  citizens  and  yet  are  permitted 
to  come  and  go  freely  within  its  jurisdiction,  did  I  not  deny  emphat- 
ically all  liability  to  indemnify  individuals,  of  whatever  race  or  conn  try, 
for  loss  growing  out  of  violations  of  our  public  law,  and  declare  with 
equal  emphasis  that  just  and  ample  opportunity  is  given  to  all  who 
suffer  wrong  and  seek  reparation  through  the  channels  of  justice  as  con- 
ducted by  the  judicial  branch  of  our  Government. 

^'  Yet  I  am  frank  to  say  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  now  nnder 
consideration  contain  features  which  I  am  disposed  to  believe  may  in- 
duce the  President  to  recommend  to  the  Congress,  not  as  under  obliga- 
tion of  treaty  or  principle  of  international  law,  but  solely  from  a  senti- 
ment of  generosity  and  pity  to  an  innocent  and  unfortunate  body  of 
men,  subjects  of  a  friendly  power,  who,  being  peaceably  employed 
within  our  jurisdiction,  were  so  shockingly  outraged ;  that  in  view  of 
the  gross  and  shameful  failure  of  the  police  authorities  at  Bock  Springs, 
in  Wyoming  Territory,  to  keep  the  peace,  or  even  to  attempt  to  keep 
the  peace,  or  to  make  proper  efforts  to  uphold  the  law  or  punish  the 
criminals,  or  make  compensation  for  the  loss  of  property  pillaged  or 
destroyed,  it  may  reasonably  be  a  subject  for  the  benevolent  considera- 
tion of  Congress  whether,  with  the  distinct  understanding  that  no 
precedent  is  thereby  created,  or  liability  for  want  of  proper  enforcement 
of  police  jurisdiction  in  the  Territories,  they  will  not,  ex  gratia^  grant 
pecuniary  relief  to  the  sufferers  in  the  case  now  before  us  to  the  extent 
of  the  value  of  the  property  of  which  they  were  so  outrageously  deprived, 
to  the  grave  discredit  of  republican  institutions. 

<'I  trust  you  will  recognize  in  what  I  have  herein  suggested  the  desire 
of  the  United  States  to  carry  into  effect  the  ^golden  rule'  recited  in  the 
treaty  to  which  you  have  made  reference,  and  that  in  such  action  yoa 
will  perceive  our  wish  and  purpose  to  conform  and  perpetuate  the  friend- 
ship and  comity  which,  I  trust,  may  long  exist  between  our  respective 
countries.  You  will,  I  am  sure,  agree  that  in  good  faith,  and  in  com- 
pliance with  their  obligations,  the  Government  of  the  United  States  is 
strenuously  asserting  its  power  to  secure  the  protection  of  your  coun- 
trymen within  its  iurisdiction." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cheng  Teao  Ju,  Feb.  18,  1886.     MSS.  Notes, 
China.    House  Ex.  Doc.  102,  49th  Cong.,  Ist  seas. 

"  I  transmit  herewith  for  the  consideration  of  Congress,  with  a  view 
to  appropriate  legislation  in  the  premises,  a  report  of  the  Secretary  of 
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State,  with  certain  correspondence,  touching  the  treaty  right  of  Chinese 
subjects  other  than  laborers  <  to  go  and  come  of  their  own  free  will  and 
accord.' 

<<  In  my  annual  message  of  the  8th  of  December  last  I  said : 

<< '  In  the  application  of  the  acts  lately  passed  to  execute  the  treaty  of 
1880,  restrictive  of  the  immigration  of  Chinese  laborers  into  the  United 
States,  individual  cases  of  hardship  have  occurred  beyond  the  power  of 
the  Executive  to  remedy,  and  calling  for  judicial  determination.' 

^^  These  cases  of  individual  hardship  are  due  to  the  ambiguons  and 
defective  provisions  of  the  acts  of  Congress  approved,  respectively,  on 
the  6th  May,  1882,  and  5th  July,  1884.  The  hardship  has  in  some 
cases  been  remedied  by  the  action  of  the  courts.  In  other  cases,  how- 
ever, where  the  phraseology  of  the  statutes  has  appeared  to  be  con- 
clusive against  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  officers  charged  with 
the  execution  of  the  law,  Chinese  persons  expressly  entitled  to  free  ad- 
mission under  the  treaty  have  been  refused  a  landing  and  sent  back  to 
the  country  whence  they  came,  without  being  afforded  any  opportunity 
to  show  in  the  courts  or  otherwise  their  right  to  the  privilege  of  free 
ingress  and  egress  which  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  treaty  to  secure. 

<'  In  the  language  of  one  of  the  judicial  determinations  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  to  which  I  have  referred, '  the  supposition 
should  not  be  indulged  that  Congn^s,  while  professing  to  faithfully 
execute  the  treaty  stipulations,  and  recognizing  the  fact  that  they  secure 
to  a  certain  class  the  right  to  go  from  and  come  to  the  United  States, 
intended  to  make  its  protection  depend  upon  the  performance  of  con- 
ditions which  it  was  physically  impossible  to  perform.'  (U.  S.  R.,  112, 
page  654,  Chew  Heong  v.  U.  S.) 

^'  The  act  of  July  5, 1884,  imposes  such  an  impossible  condition  in  not 
providing  for  the  admission,  under  proper  certificate,  of  Chinese  trav- 
elers of  the  exempted  classes  in  the  cases  most  likely  to  arise  in  ordi- 
nary commercial  intercourse. 

<^  The  treaty  provisions  governing  the  case  are  as  follows : 

^<  ^  Abticle  I.  *  *  *  The  limitation  or  suspension  shall  be  reason- 
able, and  shall  apply  only  to  Chinese  who  may  go  to  the  United  States 
as  laborers,  other  classes  not  being  included  in  the  limitations.    •   •   • 

"  *  Abt.  II.  Chinese  subjects,  whether  proceeding  to  the  United  States 
as  teachers,  students,  merchants,  or  from  curiosity,  together  with  their 
body  and  household  servants,  •  •  •  shall  be  allowed  to  go  and 
come  of  their  own  free  will  and  accord,  and  shall  be  accorded  all  the 
rights,  privileges,  immunities,  and  exemptions  which  are  accorded  to 
the  citizens  and  subjects  of  the  most  favored  nation.' 

'^  Section  6  of  the  amended  Chinese  immigration  act  of  1884  purports 
to  secure  this  treaty  right  to  the  exempted  classes  named  by  means  of 
prescribed  certificates  of  their  status,  which  certificates  shall  be  the 
prima  facie  and  the  sole  permissible  evidence  to  establish  a  right  of  entry 
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into  tbe  United  States.     But  it  provides  iu  terms  for  the  issuance  (rf 
certificates  in  two  cases  only : 

(a)  Ohinese  subjects  departing  from  a  port  of  China  ^  and 

(b)  Chinese  persons  (t.  e.^  of  the  Chinese  race)  who  may  at  the  time 
be  subjects  of  some  foreign  Government  other  than  China,  and  who  may 
depart  for  the  United  States  from  the  ports  of  such  other  foreign  Gov- 
ernment. 

'''A  statute  is  certainly  most  unusual  which,  purporting  to  execute  the 
provisions  of  a  treaty  with  China  in  respect  of  Chinese  subjects,  enacts 
strict  formalities  as  regards  the  subjects  of  other  Governments  than 
that  of  China. 

<^  It  is  sufficient  that  I  should  call  the  earnest  attention  of  Congress 
to  the  circumstance  that  the  statute  makes  no  provision  whatever  for 
the  somewhat  numerous  class  of  Chinese  persons  who,  retaining  their 
Chinese  subjection  in  some  countries  other  than  China,  desire  to  come 
from  such  countries  to  the  United  States. 

<<  Chinese  merchants  have  trading  operations  of  magnitude  through- 
out the  world.  They  do  not  become  citizens  or  subjects  of  the  country 
where  they  may  temporarily  reside  and  trade ;  they  continue  to  be  sub- 
jects of  China,  and  to  them  tbe  explicit  exemption  of  the  treaty  applies. 
Yet,  if  such  a  Chinese  subject,  the  head  of  a  mercantile  house  at  Hong- 
Kong  or  Yokohama  or  Honolulu  or  Havana  or  Colon,  desires  to  come 
from  any  of  these  places  to  the. United  States  he  is  met  with  the  re- 
quirement that  he  must  produce  a  certificate,  in  prescribed  form  and  in 
the  English  tongue,  issued  by  the  Chinese  Government.  If  there  be 
at  the  foreign  place  of  his  residence  no  representative  of  the  Chinese 
Government  competent  to  issue  a  certificate  in  the  prescribed  form,  he 
can  obtain  none,  and  is  under  the  provisions  of  the  present  law  unjustly 
debarred  from  entry  into  the  United  States.  His  usual  Chinese  pass- 
X>ort  will  not  suffice,  for  it  is  not  iu  the  form  which  the  act  prescribes 
shall  be  tbe  sole  permissible  evidence  of  his  right  to  land.  And  he 
can  obtain  no  such  certificate  from  the  Government  of  his  place  of  resi- 
dence, because  he  is  not  a  subject  or  citizen  thereof,  ^  at  the  time,'  or  at 
any  time. 

^^  There  being,  therefore,  no  statutory  provision  prescribing  the  terms 
upon  which  Chinese  persons,  resident  in  foreign  countries  but  not  sub- 
jects or  citizens  of  such  cDuntries,  may  prove  their  status  and  rights  as 
members  of  the  exempted  classes  in  the  absence  of  a  Chinese  represent- 
ative in  such  country,  tbe  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  whom  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  act  of  July  5,  18S4,  was  vested,  undertook  to  remedy  the 
omission  by  directing  the  revenue  officers  to  recognize  as  lawful  certifi- 
cates those  issued  in  favor  of  Chinese  subjects  by  tbe  Chinese  consular 
and  diplomatic  officers  at  the  foreign  port  of  departure  when  visaed  by 
the  United  States  representative  thereat.  This  appears  to  bo  a  just 
application  of  the  spirit  of  the  law,  although  enlarging  its  letter,  and  in 
adopting  this  rule  he  was  controlled  by  tbe  authority  of  high  judicial 
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decisions  as  to  what  evidence  is  necessary  to  establish  the  inct  that  an 
individaal  Ohinaman  belongs  to  the  exempted  class. 

^'  He,  however,  went  beyond  the  spirit  of  the  act,  and  the  judicial 
decisions,  by  providing,  in  a  circular  dated  January  14,  1885,  for  the 
original  issuance  of  such  a  certificate  by  the  United  States  consular 
officer  at  the  port  of  departure  in  the  absence  of  a  Chinese  diplomatic 
or  consular  representative  thereat.  For  it  is  clear  that  the  act  of  Con- 
gress contemplated  the  intervention  of  the  United  States  consul  only 
in  a  supervisory  capacity,  his  function  being  to  check  the  proceeding 
and  see  that  no  abuse  of  the  privilege  followed.  The  power  or  duty  of 
original  certification  is  wholly  distinct  from  that  supervisory  function. 
It  either  dispenses  with  the  foreign  certificate  altogether,  leaving  the 
consular  visa  to  stand  alone  and  sufficient,  or  else  it  combines  in  one 
official  act  the  distinct  functions  of  certification  and  verification  of  the 
fact  certified. 

^^  The  official  chara<^ter  attaching  to  the  consular  certification  con- 
templated by  the  unamended  circular  of  January  14, 1885,  is  to  be  borne 
in  mind.  It  is  not  merely  prima  fade  evidence  of  the  status  of  the 
bearer,  such  as  the  courts  may  admit  in  their  discretion ;  it  was  pre- 
scribed as  an  official  attestation,  on  the  strength  of  which  the  customs 
officers  at  the  port  of  entry  were  to  admit  the  bearer  without  further 
abjudication  of  his  status  unless  question  should  arise  as  to  the  truth 
of  the  certificate  itself. 

^\  It  became,  therefore,  necessary  to  amend  the  circular  of  January 
14, 1885,  and  this  was  done  on  the  13th  of  June  following,  by  striking 
out  the  clause  prescribing  original  certification  of  status  by  the  United 
States  consuls.  The  effect  of  this  amendment  is  to  deprive  any  certifi- 
cate the  United  States  consuls  may  issue  of  the  value  it  purported  to 
possess,  as  sole  permissible  evidence  under  the  statute  when  its  issu- 
ance was  prescribed  by  Treasury  regulations.  There  is,  however, 
nothing  to  prevent  consuls  giving  certificates  of  facts  within  their 
knowledge,  to  be  received  as  evidence  in  the  absence  of  statutory  aui 
thentication. 

'<  The  complaint  of  the  Chinese  minister,  in  his  note  of  March  24, 1886, 
is  that  the  Chinese  merchant.  Lay  Sang,  of  the  house  of  King  Lee  & 
Co.,  of  San  Francisco,  having  arrived  at  San  Francisco  from  Hong- 
Kdng,  and  exhibited  a  certificate  of  the  United  States  consul  at  Hong- 
Eong  as  to  his  status  as  a  merchant,  and  consequently  exempt  under 
the  treaty,  was  refused  permission  to  land,  and  was  sent  back  to  Hong- 
Kong  by  the  steamer  which  brought  him.  While  the  certificate  he  bore 
was  doubtless  insufficient  under  the  present  law,  it  is  to  be  remembered 
that  there  is  at  Hong-Kong  no  representative  of  the  Government  of 
China  competent  or  authorized  to  issue  the  certificate  required  by  the 
statute.  The  intent  of  Congress  to  legislate  in  execution  of  the  treaty 
is  thus  defeated  by  a  prohibition  directly  contrary  to  the  treaty ;  and 
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coDditioDS  are  exacted  which,  in  the  words  of  the  Sapreme  Conrt  here- 
inbefore qnoted,  *  it  was  physically  impossible  to  perform/ 

^<  This  anomaloQS  feature  of  the  act  shonld  be  reformed  as  Hpeedlly 
as  possible,  in  order  that  the  occnrrence  of  snch  cases  may  be  avoided, 
and  the  impntation  removed  which  would  otherwise  rest  upon  the  good 
faith  of  the  United  States  in  the  execution  of  their  solemn  treaty  en- 
gagements." 

President  Cleyeland,  Special  Meesage  of  Apr.  6,  1866. 

The  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  May  6, 1882, 
chapter  126,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  July  5, 1884,  chapter  120,  pre- 
scribing the  certificate  which  shall  be  produced  by  a  Chinese  laborer  as 
the  ^^only  evidence  permissible  to  establish  his  right  of  re-entry  "  into 
the  United  States,  is  not  applicable  to  Chinese  laborers  who,  residing 
in  this  country  at  the  date  of  the  treaty  of  November  17, 1880,  departed 
by  sea  before  May  6, 1882,  and  remained  out  of  the  United  States  until 
after  July  5, 1884. 

Chew  Heong  r.  U.  8.,  112  U.  S.,  536. 

In  virtue  of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  China  bf  1844, 
all  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  China  eiQoy  complete  rights  of  ex- 
territoriality, and  are  answerable  to  no  authority  but  that  of  the  United 
States.    The  whole  subject  examined. 

7  Op.,  496,  Gushing  (1855). 

The  foUowiDg  Congreesional  docmnentSy  cited  fiom  the  list  of  papers  oonoenung 
foreign  relations  attached  to  the  register  of  the  Department  of  State,  bear  on  tbt* 
topics  discussed  in  this  section : 

China,  &mine  in.    Relief  asked  hy  eitiieiiB  of  New  York  and  Boston.    Feb.  8, 1878. 

Honse  Mis.  Doc.  S5,  45th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 

Pablication  of  order  for  service  of  sommons  on  absent  defendents  in  eonsnUr 

courts.    President's  message.    Mar.  22, 1882.    Honse  Ex.  Doc.  213, 47th  Cong., 

Istsess. 

filaTcry  in.    President's  message.    Mar.  11,  1880.   Honse  Ex.  Doc«  60, 4Cth  Cong., 

2dses& 
Bent  of  consular  premises  in.    President's  message,  transmitting  report  of  the 
Sec.  of  Bute.    June  19,  1884.    Honse  Ex.  Doc  171,  48th  Cong.,  Ist  aess. 
Chinese  immigration : 

Restriction  of.  Eesolution  favoring  such  a  change  in  the  treaty  with  China  of 
1868  as  will  prevent  the  great  influx  of  Chinese  into  the  United  States.  Apr. 
20, 1876.  Senate  Mis.  Doc.  93,  44th  Cong.,  Ist.  seas. 
Character,  extent,  and  effect  of,  in  the  United  States.  Report  of  Joint  Special 
Committee  as  to,  with  evidence  taken.  Feh.  27, 1877.  Senate  Rep.  689, 44tb 
Cong., 2d  sess. 
Address  upon  the  social,  moral,  and  political  effect  of,  prepared  by  a  committM 
of  the  senate  of  California.    Nov.  7, 1877.    House  Mis.  Doc.  9, 4&th  Cong.,  1st 


View  of  Oliver  P.  Morton.    Jan.  17, 187&    Senate  Mis.  Doc.  20, 45th  Cong.,  2d 
Resolution  of  California  in  favor  of  modification  of  treaty.    Feb.  4, 1878.     Hoom 

Mis.  Doc.  20,  45th  Cong.,  2d  sees. 
Views  of  Joseph  C.  G.  Kennedy.    Feb.  25, 1878.    Senate  Mis.  Doo.  96, 4&th  Cong., 

Sdsen. 
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Beport  in  favor  of  negotiating  with  China  and  Greai  Britain  to  restrict.    Feb. 

J25, 1878,  House.  Rep.  240,  45th  Cong.,  2d  sees. 
Resolution  in  favor  of  the  modification  of  the  treaty.  May  7, 1878.  Senate  Mis.  Doc. 

62,  45th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
Report  of  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor.    Jan.  14, 1879.   House  Rep.  62, 45th 

Cong.,  3d  sess. 
Report  adverse  to  taking  action  on  certain  memorials.    Feb.  18, 1879.    House  Rep. 

Ill,  45th  pong.,  3d  sess. 
Veto  of  the  bill.    Message  of  President.   Mar.  1, 1879.    House  Ex.  Doc.  102,  45th 

Cong.,  3d  sess. 
Causes  of  general  depression  in  labor  and  busijQess.    Dec.  10, 1879.    House  Mis. 

Doc.  5,  46th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
Amendments  to  a  pending  bill.    Mar.  10,  1880.    House  Rep.  519,  46th  Cong.,  2d 

AAAA 

woo* 

Report  of  the  Select  Committee  on  the  Causes  of  the  Present  Depression  of  Ltabor. 

Mar.  19,  1880.    House  Rep.  .572,  46th  Cong..  2d  sess. 
Character  of  tlie  instructions  given  to  United  States  minister  to  China  on  subject. 

President's  message.    Apr.  12,  1830.    House  Ex.  Doc.  70,  46th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
Report  recommending  suMpension  of,  for  twenty-five  years.    Jan.  26, 1882.    House 

Rep.  67,  47th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 
Veto  of  Senate  bill  71.    President's  message.    Apr.  4, 1882.    Senate  Ex.^Doc.  148, 

47th  Cong.,  Ist  seas. 
Minority  report.    Discretion  as  to  number  of  years  to  suspend,  lies  with  this  Gov- 
ernment.   Apr.  14,  18e-2.    House  Rep.  1017,  part  2  (part  1  not  printed),  47th 

Cong.,  1st  sess. 
Report  of  George  F,  Seward,  minister  to  China.    President's  message.    May  15, 

1882.    Senate  Ex.  Doc.  175,  47th  Cong.,  Ist  sess. 
Letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  relating  to  the  enforcement  of  the  ''Act 

to  execute  certain  treaty  stipulations  relating  to  Chinese  "  (with  map).    Jan. 

18,  1884.    Senate  Ex.  Doc.  62,  48th  Cong.,  Ist  sess. 
Majority  and  minority  reports  on  the  bill  to  amend  the  act  approved  May  6, 1882. 

Mar.  4, 1884.    House  Rep.  614,  48th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 
Chinese  indemnity  fund.    Report  in  favor  of  returning  it  to  China.    Feb.  21,  1879. 

House  Rep.  113,  45th  Cong.,  3d  sess. 
Amendment  to  the  bill  providing  for  the  return  of  the  money  to  China.    Apr.  16, 

1880.    House  Rep.  1124,  46th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
Report  in  favor  of  returning  it  to  China.    Mar.  22, 1884.   House  Rep.  970,  48th 

Cong.,  1st  sess. 

As  to  transit  of  Chinese  in  United  States,  see  Mr.  Bayard  to  Mr.  Morrison,  Mar. 

30,  1886 ;  see  Mr.  Bayard  to  Mr.  Fairchild,  Mar.  31,  1886.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 
An  article  on  China  and  international  lAw  will  be  found  in  Revue  de  Droit  Int. 

for  1885,  No.  S,  504. 

(12)  Japan. 
§68. 

^<  Yoar  dispatcli  of  May  8  (So.  20)  has  been  received,  together  with 
the  letter  mentioned  therein,  written  by  the  Tycoon  of  Japan  to  the 
President,  and  the  letter  from  the  ministers  of  foreign  affairs  addressed 
to  myself. 

^'AU  these  papers  relate  to  a  proposition  of  the  Japanese  Oovernment 
that  the  opening  of  the  cities  of  Yedo  and  Osacca  and  the  harbors  of 
Hiogo  and  S'eegata,  as  stipulated  in  our  existing  treaty,  shall  be  post- 
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poned.  Your  own  counsel,  as  given  in  yonr  dispatch,  is  that  discre- 
tionary power  be  given  to  the  diplomatic  agent  of  the  United  States  to 
act  in  concert  with  his  colleagues,  the  representatives  of  other  powers 
standing  in  relations  towards  Japan  similar  to  those  of  the  United 
States. 

^*'  The  course  suggested  is,  as  you  doubtless  were  aware,  different  from 
what  has  been  contemplated  by  the  President.  He  holds,  however,  your 
ability  and  discretion  in  high  consideration,  and  therefore  care  will  be 
taken  to  review  the  subject  fully,  upon  consultation,  if  possible,  with 
the  representatives  here  of  the  other  powers  concerned.  As  soon  as 
the  subject  shall  have  been  thus  considered,  you  will  receive  a  definitive 
communication  in  relation  to  it. 

^<  In  the  mean  time  you  will  inform  the  Tycoon  and  the  ministers  for 
foreign  affairs  that  their  letters  have  been  received  and  taken  into  con- 
sideration, with  a  due  desire  to  establish  the  intercourse  between  the 
United  States  and  Japan  on  the  best  and  surest  foundations." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Harris,  July  23,  1861.    MSS.  Inst.,  Japan; 
0    Dip.  Corr.,  1861. 

"  I  recur  again  to  your  clispatch  of  the  1st  of  August,  1860  (No.  26). 

^'  In  that  paper  you  recommended  a  postponement  for  another  year  of 
the  exercise  of  the  right  of  American  citizens  to  reside  in  the  city  of 
Yedo  for  the  purpose  of  trade  after  the  Ist  of  January  next,  saved  to 
the  United  States  by  a  clause  in  the  third  article  of  the  treaty  of  July 
29, 1858. 

^^  In  my  dispatch  to  you  of  the  16th  May  last  (No.  15),  I  stated  that  I 
had  then  addressed  a  note  in  relation  thereto  to  the  minister  of  Prussia 
in  the  United  States,  of  which  a  copy  was  sent  to  you,  and  also  that  a 
similar  note  had  been  addressed  to  the  ministers  of  Great  Britain, 
France,  Russia,  and  Holland,  and  that  when  replies  to  those  communi- 
cations should  have  been  received  by  the  Department,  no  time  would  be 
lost  in  acquainting  you  with  their  contents. 

^'  The  burden  of  the  circular  note  thus  addressed  to  the  ministers  of 
Great  Britain,  France,  Prussia,  Bussia,  and  Holland,  was  that  the  Pres- 
ident might,  perhaps,  have  yielded  to  your  suggestion  if  the  circum- 
stances which  surround  the  subject  had  remained  unchanged ;  but  we 
had  learned  by  recent  dispatches  that  Mr.  Heuskeu,  secretary  of  the 
American  legation  at  Yedo,  was,  on  the  night  of  the  15th  of  January 
last,  waylaid  and  assassinated  in  the  streets  of  that  city  without  any 
other  cause  or  provocation  than  the  fact  that  he  was  a  foreigner. 

*'  The  Japanese  Government  had  made  no  satisfactory  explanation  of 
this  great  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  United  States,  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  had  virtually  confessed  its  inability  to  bring  the  offenders  to  pun- 
ishment. 

<'  It  was  argued  by  me  in  the  aforesaid  notes  that  the  Japanese  Gov- 
ernment would  infer  that  we  are  unwilling  or  unable  to  vindicate  our 

492 


CHAP,  hl]  japan.  [$  68. 

rights,  if,  leaving  that  transaction  anpnniahed  and  nnezplained,  we 
should  frustrate  the  effect  of  the  treaty  stipulation  for  the  opening  of 
the  city  of  Yedo. 

^^  The  President  was^  for  this  reason^  of  opinion  that  no  postponement 
of  the  ox>ening  of  the  city  of  Yedo  oaght  to  be  conceded.  He  thought, 
however,  that  some  demonstration,  which  would  render  the  residence 
of  foreigners  in  Yedo  safe,  ought  to  be  made,  and  that  the  other  powers 
consulted  would  probably  be  induced  to  co-operate  in  spch  a  demon- 
stration^  because  their  representatives  are  equally  exposed  there  with 
our  own.  The  President  therefore  proposed  that  those  powers  should 
announce  to  the  Government  of  Japan  their  willingn.ess  and  their  pur- 
pose to  make  common  cause  and  co-operate  with  this  Government  in 
exacting  satisfaction,  if  the  Japanese  Grovernment  should  not  at  once 
pet  forth  all  possible  effort  to  secure  the  punishment  of  the  assassins 
of  Mr.  Heusken,  and  also  in  making  requisitions  with  signal  vigor  if 
any  insult  or  injury  should  be  committed  against  any  foreigner  residing 
in  Yedo,  after  the  opening  of  the  city  in  January  next,  according  to  the 
treaty.  ^ 

^<  The  ministers  addressed,  as  I  have  reason  to  know,  promptly  sub- 
mitted these  suggestions  to  their  res'lpective  Governments,  together 
with  a  form  of  a  convention  for  carrying  them  into  effect.  This  pro- 
jected convention  contemplated  the  dispatch  of  a  fleet  of  steamers 
adequate  to  impress  the  Japanese  Government  with  the  ability  and  the 
determination  of  the  states  engaged  to  secure  a  performance  of  its 
treaty  stipulations. 

'<  Subsequently  to  these  proceedings,  and  while  no  answers  had  yet 
been  received  from  the  Governments  consulted,  your  dispatch  (No.  20) 
of  the  date  of  May  8, 1861,  was  received,  accompanied  by  a  letter  ad- 
dressed by  his  Majesty  thfe  Tycoon  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  and  also  a  letter  to  myself,  written  by  the  Japanese  ministers 
of  foreign  affairs. 

^^  Those  letters  expressed  the  desire  of  the  Government  of  Japan  that 
the  opening  of  the  cities  of  Yedo  and  Osacca,  and  the  harbors  of  Hiogo 
and  Neegata,  should  be  postponed  for  the  reasons  more  specifically  set 
forth  in  the  latter  communication.  These  reasons  are,  in  substance, 
that  the  opening  of  the  commerce  of  Japan  to  the  western  nations  has 
had  immediate  results  very  different  from  what  were  anticipated.  The 
prices  of  articles  of  general  consumption  are  daily  advancing,  owing  to 
the  extensive  exportation,  while  but  little  is  imported,  and  the  people 
of  the  humble  class,  not  being  able  to  supply  their  wants,  as  heretofore, 
attribute  this  to  foreign  trade.  Even  higher  and  wealthier  classes,  we 
are  told,  are  generally  not  favorably  disposed  towards  commerce,  so 
that  soon  there  may  be  those  who  will  condemn  the  abrogation  of  the 
prohibition  of  former  times  and  desire  the  re- establishment  of  the  an- 
cient law.  We  are  informed  also  that  these  results,  following  imme- 
diately upon  the  radical  change  of  policy  of  the  Government,  have 
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produced  a  very  general  uneasiness^  which  is  increased  by  refeixing  to 
the  stipulations  in  the  treaties  for  the  opening  of  the  ports  of  Hiogo 
and  Keegata  and  the  freedom  of  trade  at  Yedo  and  Osacca,  in  view  of 
the  approach  of  the  time  when  those  franchises  will  be  due  by  the  effect 
of  the  treaties  with  the  United  States,  Great  Britain,  France,  Prussia, 
Russia,  and  Holland.  We  are  informed  that  it  would  be  a  matter  of 
great  difficulty  for  the  Government  to  exert  its  power  and  authority  for 
the  purpose  of  demonstrating  the  benefits  to  be  realized  at  some  future 
day,  and  thus  causing  its  subjects  to  submit  to  the  present  uneasiness 
for  some  time  longer.  In  reviewing  the  subject  in  your  dispatch  (ISTo.  20) 
you  observe  that  you  have  seen  no  reason  to  change  your  own  view  of 
the  expediency  of  consenting  to  a  postponement  of  the  opening  of  the 
city  of  Yedo. 

'<  You  remark,  also,  that  Osacca,  being  in  the  Tien  or  Heavenly  district, 
where  the  Mikado  or  spiritual  ruler  of  Japan  resides,  it  is  probable  a 
residence  of  foreigners  there  would  be  regarded  with  dislike  by  a  por- 
tion of  the  Japanese  people;  that  Hiogo  is  simply  the  sea-port  of  Osacc^ 
and  its  opening  naturally  depends  on  that  of  the  city,  while  Neegata  is 
a  place  of  minor  consideration .  Your  argument  on  the  subject  concludes 
that  the  opening  of  the  Japanese  commerce  has  temporarily  produced 
a  great  increase  in  the  cost  of  subsistence  of  official  persons  enjoying 
fixed  and  limited  incomes,  while  their  salaries  have  not  yet  been  cor- 
respondingly increased.  Upon  the  whole,  you  suggest  that  discretion- 
ary power  be  given  to  you  to  act  in  concert  with  the  ministers  of  the 
other  powers  interested,  in  such  manner  as  shall  be  most  advisable  for 
the  welfare  of  both  countries. 

^' We  are  sensible  of  the  very  great  perplexity  of  dealing  with  a  Gov- 
ernment whose  constitution  is  so  different  from  our  Own,  and  whose  sub- 
jects have  fixed  sentiments  and  habits  so  very  peculiar.  Moreover,  we 
have  the  utmost  confidence  in  your  ability  and  discretion,  while  we 
know  that  it  might  be  hazardous  to  every  interest  already  secured  to 
substitute  a  policy  of  our  own,  adopted  at  this  distance,  for  one  which 
you  find  necessary  on  the  spot. 

^^  The  President  has,  therefore,  concluded  to  confer  upon  3'ou  the  dis- 
cretion solicited  by  you.  To  make  your  way  easier,  this  determination 
has  not  been  adopted  without  previous  consultation  here  with  the  min- 
isters before  consulted,  who  will,  of  course,  communicate  the  result  of 
the  conference  to  their  respective  Governments.  This  proceeding  will, 
for  the  present,  suspend  the  plan  of  a  naval  demonstration,  before  pro- 
posed by  the  United  States.  I  must,  however,  urgently  insist  that, 
except  in  the  extremest  necessity,  you  do  not  consent  to  any  postpone- 
ment of  any  covenant  in  the  existing  treaty,  without  first  receiving  sat- 
isfiEtction  of  some  marked  kind  for  the  great  crime  of  the  assassination 
of  Mr.  lleusken  while  in  the  diplomatic  service  of  the  United  States. 

^<  We  leave  the  form  and  mode  of  that  satisfaction  to  your  own  dis- 
cretion.   It  would  be  best,  if  possible^  to  secure  the  punishineiLt  of  the 
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assassins.  Bat  circumstances  unknown  to  ns  must  enter  into  the  ques- 
tion,  and  will  modify  your  action.  The  principle,  however,  seems  t<o  ns 
too  important  to  be  abandoned.  If  the  western  states  can  keep  their 
representatives  safely  in  Japan,  they  can,  perhaps,  wait  for  the  facili- 
ties stipulated ;  but  if  their  ministers  shall  be  obliged  by  force  or  ter- 
ror to  withdraw,  all  will  be  lost  that  ha^,  at  such  great  cost,  been 
gained.  The  President  acknowledges  the  letter  of  the  Tycoon,  and  I 
reply  briefly  to  the  ministers  for  foreign  affairs.  Those  replies  accom- 
pany this  dispatch." 

Same  to  same,  Aug.  1,  1861,  ibid. 

*' Your  dispatch  of  June  7  (No.  21)  has  been  received. 

''It  affords  the  President  sincere  pleasure  to  know  that  the  Grovem- 
ment  of  the  Tycoon  has  exerted  so  much  diligence  to  bring  the  assas- 
sins of  Mr.  Heuskeu  to  punishment,  and  that  you  are  satisfied  that 
those  exertions  have  been  made  with  good  faith.  It  is  expected  that 
the  Oovemmeut  will  not  abate  its  efforts  until  the  end  so  important  to 
a  good  understanding  between  the  two  countries  shall  have  been 
attained. 

''  The  punishment  of  the  delinquent  Yakonines,  who  were  in  attend- 
ance on  the  deceased  when  the  crime  was  committed,  is  regarded  by 
this  Government  with  high  approbation." 

Same  to  same,  Oct.  7,  1861,  ibid. 

m 

''  Mr.  Robert  b.  Pruyn  has  been  appointed  to  succeed  you,  and,  I 
presume,  will  reach  Yedo  as  early  as  January  next.  You  will,  of 
course,  remain  in  the  discharge  of  official  duties  until  relieved  by  his 
arrival.^^ 

Same  to  same,  Oct.  21,  1861,  ibid. 

^*-  Generally  a  foreign  missiqn  is  eminently  desirable.  It  is  no  small 
l^nor  to  be  the  organ  of  one's  country  in  her  communications  with  a 
foreign  state.  The  opportunities  which  such  a  position  affords  to  serve 
two  nations,  and,  consequently,  the  whole  family  of  mankind,  cannot 
fail  to  awaken  a  noble  ambition  in  any  generous  and  benevolent  mind. 

''  But  I  fear  you  will  find  embarrassments  in  your  mission  which  will 
.  make  you  regret  its  honors  and. undervalue  its  powers. 

*'  Japan  is  a  semi-enlightened  and  isolated  country,  only  recently  com- 
pelled into  treating  with  the  United  States,  as  it  has  also  been  with  the 
other  western  powers.  The  judgment  of  its  Government  has  been  con- 
vinced, and,  I  have  no  doubt,  its  sentiments  have  been  won  to  this  new 
relation  with  the  United  States  through  the  great  discretion  of  the  late 
Commodore  Perry,  and  the  wonderful  sagacity  and  patience  of  your 
predecessor,  Mr.  ilarris.  But  it  is  notorious  that  the  people  of  Japan, 
especially  its  ruling  classes,  have  not  yet  reconciled  themselves  to  the 
sudden  and  complete  revolution  of  national  habits,  of  which  there  is  no 
memory  to  the  coutrary  existing  among  them.    Hitherto,  as  we  have 
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reason  to  believe,  the  Japanese  Oovemment  and  people  have  been 
kinder  in  their  sentiments  towards  ns  than  towards  other  western  na- 
tions with  whom  they  have  framed  treaties  nnder  the  same  ctrcnm- 
stances. 

^'  Bnt  the  time  has  now  come  for  onr  trial.  When  we  gently  ooeiced 
Japan  into  friendship  with  as  we  were  a  nnited  nation.  We  did  not 
admit  that  there  then  was,  or,  indeed,  that  there  ever  had  been,  a 
stronger  one  in  the  world.  Oar  mercantile  and-  our  naval  marine  vin- 
dicated this  high  pretension  on  every  sea,  however  distant  from  oar  own 
continent.  Nine  months  have  wronght  a  great  and  melancholy  change 
in  this  proud  position.  We  are  divided  by  faction,  and  engaged  in  civil 
war.  The  national  authority  is  tasked  for  its  utmost  vigor  to  maintain 
our  flag  within  our  own  territory,  and  onr  commerce  is  harassed  by  pi- 
rates of  our  own  kindred,  even  in  our  own  waters. 

^^  You  know  tbat  we  have  no  doubt  of  our  success  in  putting  down 
this  unhappy  insurrection  and  restoring  the  Federal  authority.  You 
have  already  seen  how  the  Government  daily  gains  strength,  and  how 
the  insurrection  already  begins  to  decline.  But  what  will  be  the  influ- 
ence of  the  news  of  our  divisions  among  the  semi-barbarians  of  Japan, 
magnified  and  painted,  as  they  will  doubtless  be,  by  strangers,  enemies 
of  the  Republic,  its  prosperity,  and  its  power  t  Will  the  Gk>vemment 
of  Japan  retain  the  fear  which,  perhaps,  was  the  best  guarantee  of  its 
good- will  towards  usf  ^ill  the  misguided  faction  in  Japan,  so  hostile 
to  all  foreigners,  suffer  the  Oovemment  to  remain  in  friendship  with  a 
nation  that  will  seem  to  them  to  have  lost  the  virtue  of  patriotism  so 
essential  to  command  the  respect  of  other  nations  t  Already  we  have 
heard  that  the  Chinese  authorities,  informed  of  our  divisions,  havecome 
to  underrate  our  power,  and  to  disregard  our  rights.  Is  this  evil  to  be 
experienced  also  in  Japan  f  To  prevent  it  is  the  responsibility  of  yonr 
mission.  To  watch  and  guard  the  national  interests  there,  while  the 
•torms  of  faction  are  spending  their  force  against  the  Government  at 
home,  will  be  your  chief  duty.  It  will  require  great  dignity  and  flnn- 
ness,  combined  with  equal  prudence  and  moderation.  I  can  give  you 
only  one  counsel :  have  faith,  under  all  circumstances,  in  the  virtue  of 
your  countrymen,  and,  consequently,  in  the  triumph  of  the  Union.  If 
you  fail  in  that  faith,  your  distrust  will  be  discovered  by  the  ill-informed^ 
and  feebleminded  community  around  you.  They  will  have  no  respect 
for  a  Government  which  they  think  more  pretentious  while  it  is  weaker 
than  their  own  ;  your  mission  will  be  a  failure,  and  perhaps  end  in  dis- 
aster and  danger.  If  you  have  that  faitb.  you  can  impress  it  apon  the 
Government  and  people  of  Japan,  and  their  friendly  relations  towards 
us  may  be  retained  until,  our  domestic  differences  being  ended,  we  are 
able  once  more  to  demonstrate  our  power  in  the  East,  and  establish  oor 
commerce  there  on  secure  foundations.  You  will  find  no  open  questions 
for  discussion  in  your  mission.  It  is  important  to  preserve  friendly  and 
intimate  relations  with  the  reoresentatives  of  other  western  powers  in 
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Japan.  Yoa  will  seek  no  exclusive  advantages,  and  will  consult  freely 
with  them  upon  all  subjects,  insomuch  as  it  is  especially  necessary,  at 
this  time,  that  the  prestige  of  western  civilization  be  maintained  in  Yedo 
as  completely  as  possible.  In  short,  you  will  need  to  leave  behind  you 
all  memories  of  domestic  or  European  jealousies  or  antii)athie8,  and 
will,  by  an  equal,  just,  and  honorable  conduct  of  your  mission,  make 
the  simple  people  of  Japan  respect,  not  only  the  institutions  of  your 
own  country,  but  the  institutions  of  Christianity  and  of  western  civili- 
zation." 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Prayn,  Not.  15,  1861.    MSS.  ToBt.,  Japan; 
Dip.  Corr.,  1861. 

'^  Your  dispatch  of  April  10  (No.  15)  has  been  submitted  to  the  Presi- 
dent. It  is  an  occasion  of  sincere  regret  that  the  Government  of  Japan 
has  hot  been  able  to  guarantee  the  safety  of  foreigners  sojourning  in 
the  country,  and  that  it  has  thus  been  brought  to  the  necessity  of  yield- 
ing to  demands  of  indemnity  under  coercion.  I  am  bound  to  believe 
that  that  crisis  which  you  have  informed  me  was  approaching,  haa  now 
actually  passed.  I  can  give  yon,  therefore,  only  instructions  with  refer- 
ence to  what  may  be  expected  to  be  the  condition  of  affairs  existing  at 
the  time  when  this  communication  shall  have  reached  you.  It  is 
manifestly  the  interest  and  duty  of  all  the  western  powers  to  maintain 
harmony  and  good  accord  in  Japan.  We  have  not  only  the  right,  but 
also  good  reason,  for  supposing  that  Her  Majesty's  Government  will  not 
seek  any  conquest  or  exclusive  advantage  in  that  Empire  as  a  result  of 
any  conflict  which  may  have  taken  place.  So  long  as  the  operations  of 
the  British  Government  shall  be  confined  to  the  attainment  of  the  ob- 
jects announced  in  preliminary  communications,  it  will  be  your  duty  to 
lend  to  them  all  the  moral  support  in  your  power.  And  the  naval  forces 
of  the  United  States  which  may  be  present,  while  protecting  the  Ameri- 
can legation  and  American  citizens  sojourning  there,  will  take  care  not 
to  hinder,  oppose,  or  embarrass  the  British  authorities  in  the  prosecution 
of  those  objects.  The  United  States  having  no  grievances  of  their  own 
to  complain  of  against  Japan,  will  not  unite  in  hostiities  against  that 
Government,  but  they  will,  at  the  same  time,  take  care  not  to  disapprove 
of  or  censure,  without  just  cause,  the  measures  which  Great  Britain 
adopts  to  obtain  guarantees  which,  while  they  are  necessary  for  her, 
must  also  result  in  the  greater  security  of  all  the  western  nations.^' 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Pmyn,  Jnne  29,  1863.    MSS.  Inst.,  Japan 
Dip.  Corr.,  1863. 

"  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  reception  of  your  several  dis- 
patches bearing  the  dates  and  numbers  following,  namely :  April  30, 
2^0. 16 ;  May  1,  No.  17 ;  May  1,  No.  18 ;  May  1 ,  No.  19 ;  May  2,  No.  20 ; 
May  3,  No.  21 ;  May  3,  No.  22 ;  May  4,  No.  23.  I  have  also  received 
from  George  S.  Fisher,  the  United  States  consul  at  Kanagawa,  two  dis- 
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patches,  one  of  which,  nambered  15,  bears  the  date  of  May  7,  and  the 
other,  written  under  the  date  of  May  8,  is  marked  17. 

''  Speaking  in  a  practical  sense,  I  may  observe  that  all  these  papers 
advert  to  the  critical  condition  of  the  relations  between  the  western 
treaty  powers  and  Japan,  which  has  arisen  subsequently  to  the  demand 
upon  the  Tycoon  for  indemnities  which  has  been  made  by  the  British 
Government,  or,  at  least,  that  the  various  questions  which  the  dis- 
patches present  are  to  be  considered  in  view  of  that  extraordinary  con- 
dition of  affairs. 

'^  The  leave  of  absence  for  six  months,  within  the  next  year,  which 
you  have  solicited,  will  be  granted,  if  the  political  crisis  that  now  exists 
in  Japan  shall,  in  the  mean  time,  pass  off  without  producing  any  change 
inconsistent  with  or  adverse  to  the  relations  created  by  the  treaty  now 
existing  between  this  country  and  that  Empire.    •    •    • 

'<  I  have  carefully  read  your  two  notes  addressed  to  Mr.  Neale,  Her 
Britannic  Majesty's  charg6  d'affaires,  in  relation  to  the  demand  he  has 
made  upon  the  Tycoon's  Government,  and  it  gives  mc  pleasure  to  say 
that  1  find  nothing  in  them  to  disapprove.  The  counsel  that  yon  gave  Mr. 
Neale  was  not  obtrusive,  and  it  seems  to  me  to  have  been  quite  discreet 
as  well  as  humane.  On  the  other  hand,  this  Government,  if  it  were 
disposed  to  be  querulous,  might  well  complain  of  some  injurious  state- 
ments and  reflections  which  have  found  place  in  Mr.  Neale's  portion  of 
the  correspondence.  Nevertheless,  the  President  permits  me  to  pass 
them  by,  for  two  reasons :  First,  the  good  faith  of  the  United  States  to> 
wards  Great  Britain  and  all  the  other  treaty  powers  in  regard  to  Japan, 
is  impressed  upon  the  records  of  our  diplomatic  intercourse  with  them. 
As  yet  it  has  not  even  been  questioned ;  and  it  is  not  likely  to  be 
questioned  by  any  one  of  those  Governments,  or  by  any  agent  author- 
ized to  speak  in  their  behalf.  Secondly,  the  common  interests  of  civili- 
zation and  humanity  require  that  there  shall  be  concert  and  unity  among 
the  treaty  powers,  in  the  present  crisis,  unobstructed  by  jealousy  or  sus- 
picion, or  unkind  debate  of  any  sort.  From  all  the  papers  before  me  I 
learn  that  this  was  the  situation  of  affairs  at  Yedo  on  the  8th  of  May, 
namely :  That  the  British  legation  had  demanded  indemnities,  which 
must  be  conceded  on  or  before  the  21st,  or  else  that  the  British  fleet 
would  proceed  to  hostilities  against  Japan.  Secondly,  that  the  French 
naval  forces  were  prepared  to  act  in  concert  and  co-operation  with  the 
British.  Thirdly,  that  it  was  doubtful  whether  the  indemnities  would 
be  seasonably  conceded  by  the  Tycoon's  Government.  Fourthly,  that  if 
that  Government  should  conclude  to  yield  the  indemnities,  yet  that, 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Mikado  and  a  combination  of  daimios  hostile  to 
the  foreign  ])olicy  of  the  Tycoon,  a  civil  war  was  very  likely  to  break  out* 
Fifthly,  that  a  popular  excitement  was  prevailing  which  rendered  the 
continuance  of  peace  uncertain  in  every  event,  and  that  foreigners  were 
assaulted  and  put  in  jeopardy  of  their  lives  by  armed  bodies  of  the 
Japanese,  and  among  such  foreigners  were  several  Americans.    Sixthly. 
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it  may  be  inferred  from  this  circamHtance  that  whatever  claims  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States  might  have  to  friendship,  protection,  or 
even  freedom  from  danger,  such  citizens  are  likely  to  be  confounded 
with  all  other  foreigners  in  any  uprising  or  disturbance  of  the  public 
I)eace.  Seventhly,  the  Wyoming,  at  the  date  of  these  dispatches,  had 
gone  to  Hong-Kong  for  repairs.  I  learn  here,  however,  that  her  repairs 
were  completed  on  the  27th  of  April,  and  tbat  she  was  then  about  to 
proceed  to  Kanagawa,  so  that  she  probably  was  there  as  early  as  the 
2l8t  of  May,  the  day  finally  appointed  for  the  decision  of  the  Tycoon's 
Government  to  be  communicated. 

''  I  shall  now  give  you  the  President's  opinion  of  your  duty,  and  that 
of  the  commander  of  the  Wyoming,  in  view  of  the  situation  which  may 
be  expected  to  be  existing  when  this  dispatch  shall  have  reached  Japan: 
Your  whole  moral  influence  must  be  exerted  to  procure  or  preserve 
peace  between  the  other  treaty  powers  and  Japan,  based,  if  necessary, 
on  a  compliance,  by  the  latter  power,  with  the  terms  prescribed  by 
them,  inasmuch  as  it  is  not  doubted  that  those  terms  will  be  demanded 
simply  with  a  view  to  the  necessary  security  of  foreigners  of  all  nations 
remaining  in  Japan. 

'^  Second.  If  the  authorities  of  Japan  shall  be  able  to  excuse  them- 
selves for  the  injuries  which  Americans  may  have  suffered  at  the  hands 
of  Japanese  subjects,  and  shall  in  good  faith  have  granted  adequate 
indemnities,  or  be  proceeding  to  afford  them,  and  also  shall  be  able  to 
guarantee  the  safety  of  American  residents,  the  subject  may  rest;  and 
while  thore  the  Wyoming  will  not  commit  any  hostile  act  against  the 
Japanese  Government  or  power.  But,  on  the  contrary,  if  in  your  judg- 
ment it  shall  be  necessary  for  the  Wyoming  to  use  her  guns,  for  the 
safety  of  the  legation  or  of  Americans  residing  in  Japan,  then  her  com- 
mander will  employ  all  necessary  force  for  that  purpose.  If  the  mem- 
bers of  the  legation,  or  of  the  consulates,  iind  it  at  any  time  {insafe  to 
remain  in  Japan,  they  will,  of  course,  seek  a  safe  retreat  as  convenient 
as  possible,  and  will  report  to  this  Department. 

While  executing  these  instructions  you  will,  so  far  as  may  be  in  your 
power,  continue  to  cultivate  friendly  sentiments  on  the  part  of  the  Jap- 
anese Government,  declaring,  however,  to  them  and  to  the  representa- 
tives of  the  other  powers,  that  in  doing  so  you  are  seeking  no  exclusive 
or  distinct  advantage  for  this  Government,  but  only  the  common  inter- 
ests of  all  nations  in  that  extraordinary  country. 

"  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  will  give  all  necessary  instructions  to 
the  commander  of  the  Wyoming  in  harmony  with  the  views  of  the 
President  expressed  in  this  dispatch." 

Same  to  same,  Jnly  7,  1P63,  ibid. 

"I  have  just  received  your  dispatches  of  May  8  (No.  24),  May  8  (No. 
25),  May  11  (No.  26),  May  12  (No.  27).    By  these  papers  I  learn  the 
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deflnitive  propositions  which  had  been  submitted  by  the  British  and 
French  legations  at  Yedo  to  the  Tycoon  previously  to  the  11th  of  May, 
and  their  purpose  to  adopt  coercive  measures  in  concert,  after  the  2l8t 
of  that  month,  if  those  propositions  should  be  rejected.  I  learn  also 
from  the  same  dispatches  the  divisions  and  distraction  there  existed  in 
the  Japanese  councils,  and  that  the  people  were  in  an  excited  condi- 
tion, which  foreboded  either  the  outbreak  of  civil  war,  or,  more  proba- 
bly, the  acceptation  of  a  foreign  war;  and,  most  painful  of  all,  the 
papers  confirm  the  accounts  which  had  before  been  received  from  the 
consul  at  Kanagawa  of  unprovoked  violence  committed  at  that  place 
upon  American  citizens  by  subjects  of  the  Tycoon. 

''It  is  a  source  of  much  satisfaction  that  the  Wyoming  had  returned 
to  that  port  in  the  midst  of  these  occurrences,  afi  had  already  been 
anticipated  by  the  Government  here.  On  a  careful  review  of  all  these 
facts,  it  is  believed  that  there  is  no  necessity  to  modify  the  instructions 
which  were  given  you  in  my  dispatch  of  the  7th  instant  (No.  43). 

"In  regard  to  the  acts  of  violence  committed  upon  the  persons  of 
American  citizens,  it  is  presumed  that  you  have  required  that  the 
offenders  shall  be  brought  to  punishment  by  the  Tycoon's  Government 
without  delay.  It  is  left  in  your  discretion  whether,  under  the  circum- 
stances which  shall  be  existing  when  this  dispatch  shall  reach  you,  it 
is  expedient  to  insist  upon  pecuniary  forfeitures,  or  compensations  to 
be  paid  by  the  Government  in  addition  to  the  punishment  of  the  offend- 
ers. If  you  think  it  expedient,  you  are  at  liberty  to  say  to  the  minis- 
ters of  foreign  affairs  that  the  President  has  reserved  this  question  for 
consideration  after  the  difSculties  now  existing  between  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  Tycoon  and  the  British  Government  shall  have  been 
adjusted,  and  the  peaceful  condition  of  affairs  which  prevailed  before 
the  disturbance  occurred  shall  have  been  renewed. 

**The  President  is  profoundly  sensible  of  the  inefSciency  of  the 
instructions  you  have  heretofore  received  for  your  safe  guidance  in  an 
emergency  that  was  not  foreseen,  and  could  not  be  anticipated.  When 
the  instructions  now  given  you  shall  have  arrived,  the  condition  of 
affairs  in  Japan  may  be  such  as  to  render  them  inapplicable.  Under 
these  circumstances  you  must  exercise  a  large  discretion,  governed  by 
two  primary  considerations,  namely:  First,  to  deserve  and  win  the  con- 
fidence of  the  Japanese  Government  and  people,  if  possible,  with  a  view 
to  the  common  interest  of  all  the  treaty  powers;  secondly,  to  sustain 
and  co-operate  with  the  legations  of  those  powers  in  good  faith,  so  as 
to  render  their  efforts  to  the  same  end  effective.  It  may  be  not  alto- 
gether easy  to  apply  these  two  principles  in  the  conduct  of  details. 
You  will,  however,  make  the  best  effort  to  do  so,  and  will  be  permitted 
to  judge  which  of  them  must  give  way  in  any  case  of  irreconcilable 
conflict 

Same  to  same,  July  10,  1863,  ibid, 
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**  Your  several  dispatches  have  been  received,  which  bear  dates  and 
numbers  as  follows: 

'*  May  26,  No.  29 ;  May  26,  No.  30 ;  June  12,  No.  31 ;  Jnue  15,  No.  32; 
June  16,  No.  33;  June  16,  No.  34;  June  17,  No.  35;  June  18,  No.  36; 
June  20,  No.  37;  June  22,  No.  38;  June  23,  No.  39;  June  24,  No.  40; 
June  24«  No.  41 ;  and  June  24,  No.  42. 

"Due  acknowledgments  will  be  made  to  the  French  and  British  Gov- 
ernments for  the  hospitalities  and  sympathies  which  were  extended  to 
you  by  their  respective  ministers  on  the  occasion  of  your  being  driven 
from  your  residence  in  Yedo. 

"Your  proceedings  in  relation  to  the  claims  of  Switzerland,  Belgium, 
Austria,  Denmark,  Sweden,  and  Brazil,  to  enter  into  treaty  relations 
with  Japan,  are  approved. 

"  Several  very  important  subjects  are  presented  for  consideration  in 
your  dispatches.  First,  the  destruction  by  fire  ot  the  residence  of  the 
legation  at  Yedo.  Secondly,  your  removal  of  the  legation  to  Yokohama. 
Thirdly,  the  differences  between  the  British  Government  and  that  of 
Japan.  Fourthly,  the  order  of  the  Tycoon,  requiring  foreigners  to  with- 
draw from  the  Empire.  Fifthly,  the  questions  between  Japan  and  the 
United  States  which  have  resulted  from  the  occurrences  thus  brought 
under  review.  It  will  be  proper  to  draw  into  connection  with  this  last 
topic  the  violences  which  have  been  committed  against  some  of  our  citi- 
zens, as  reported  to  this  Department  in  your  previous  communication, 
of  the  12th  of  May  last.  No.  28,  and  which  were  commented  upon  in  my 
instructions  of  the  10th  of  July  last. 

"  Having  taken  the  President's  directions,  I  proceed  to  consider  these 
interesting  and  important  questions. 

"  First.  The  facts  submitted  by  you  raise  a  strong  presumption  that 
the  act  of  firing  the  residence  of  the  legation  was  committed  by  incen- 
diaries, with  a  purpose  at  once  political  and  hostile  to  the  United  States, 
and  that  the  Government  of  Japan  could  probably  have  foreseen  and 
prevented  it,  and  that  they  have  at  least  given  to  it  tacit  assent  and 
acquiescence. 

"  Secondly.  The  President  is  satisfied  that  your  removal  of  the  lega- 
t.'rn  from  Yedo  to  Yokohama  was  prudent  and  wise,  in  view  of  the  cir- 
cumstances then  existing  in  Japan,  and  the  proceeding  is  approved. 
But  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  Government  of  Japan  ought  to  have  so 
controlled  those  circumstances  as  to  have  rendered  the  removal  unnec- 
essary ;  and  that  it  is  bound  to  provide  for  your  safe  return  to  Yedo, 
and  for  the  secure  and  permanent  re-establishment  of  the  legation  in 
that  capital. 

"  Thirdly.  Your  proceedings  in  regard  to  the  controversy  which  has 
arisen  between  the  British  Government  and  that  of  Japan  appear  to 
have  been  conciliatory,  and  to  have  been  equally  just  and  fair  towards 
both  parties,  without  at  all  compromising  any  rights  o.(  the  United  States, 
and  they  are  approved. 
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*' Fourthly.  It  is  with  mnch  regret  that  the  President  has  arrived  at 
the  conclusion  that  the  Government  of  Japan  has  failed  to  keep  its  faith, 
solemnly  pledged  by  treaty,  with  the  United  States.  This  regret  is  ren- 
dered the  more  painful  by  the  reflection  that  this  Government  has^  from 
its  first  acquaintance  with  Japan,  conducted  all  its  interconrse  with  the 
Tycoon  with  the  utmost  sincerity,  frankness,  and  friendship.  The  United 
States  have  constantly  conceded,  on  their  own  part,  and  sought  to  con- 
ciliate other  powers  in  their  intercourse  with  Japan.  If  our  advice  had 
been  followed,  the  dangers  which  now  threaten  the  Empire  wonld  have 
been  averted,  and  Japan  would  have  been  able  to  profit  by  a  peaceful 
yet  free  and  ^qual  intercourse  with  all  nations.  Even  now,  although 
the  Government  of  Japan  has  done  so  mnch  and  suffered  so  mnch  to  be 
done  to  alienate  and  injure  the  United  States,  the  President  is  still  dis- 
posed to  persevere  in  the  same  liberal  and  friendly  course  of  proceed- 
ings which  he  has  hitherto  pursued  in  regard  to  Japan.  But  the  friend- 
ship of  this  country  cannot  be  secured  by  the  Government  and  people 
of  Japan,  nor  would  it  be  of  any  avail,  if  the  United  States  sLould  fail 
to  maintain  their  own  dignity  and  self-respect  in  their  intercourse  with 
Japan  with  the  same  firmness  which  they  practice  in  regard  to  all  other 
nations. 

"  (1)  You  will,  therefore,  demand  of  the  Government  of  the  Tycoon 
prompt  payment  of  a  sum  sufficient  to  indemnify  all  the  losses  which  were 
sustained  by  yourself  and  other  members  of  the  legation  on  the  occasion 
of  the  firing  of  your  official  residence. 

"  (2)  You  will  demand  that  diligent  efforts  be  made  to  discover  the 
incendiaries  and  bring  them  to  condign  punishment. 

"  (3)  You  will  demand  proper  and  adequate  guarantees  for  your  safe 
return  to  Yedo,  and  the  |)ermanent  re-establishment  of  the  legation  there 
without  delay. 

"  (4)  You  will  insist  on  the  full  observance  of  the  treaties  between  the 
United  States  and  Japan  in  all  the  particulars  which  have  not  been 
heretofore  waived  or  postponed  by  this  Government. 

"  (5)  You  will  demand  a  reasonable  indemnity,*  to  be  fixed  by  yourself, 
for  the  injuries  which  have  been  sustained  by  any  American  citizens 
from  any  acts  of  violence  committed  against  them  by  Japanese  subjects. 
And  you  will  further  demand  that  diligent  efforts  be  made  by  the 
Tycoon's  Government  to  bring  the  aggressors  to  justice,  and  to  inflict 
upon  them  such  punishment  as  will  be  calculated  to  prevent  further  out- 
rages of  the  same  kind. 

"You  will  employ  the  naval  force  at  your  command  to  protect  yoor- 
self,  the  legation,  and  others  of  our  countrymen,  under  any  circum- 
stances which  may  occur;  and  you  will  inform  the  Government  of  the 
Tycoon  that  the  United  States  will,  as  they  shall  find  occasion,  send 
additional  forces  to  maintain  the  foregoing  demands. 

"  So  far  as  you  may  have  occasion  to  counsel  or  act  in  relatioDi  to  the 
controversy  which  is  pending  between  Great  Britain  and  Japan,  yoa 
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^A  ill  bo  gaided  by  the  letter  and  spirit  of  previoas  instructions  from  this 
Department. 

<^  Yon  will  send  to  meantbenticated  and  verified  accounts  of  the  losses 
which  have  been  sustained  by  yourself  and  other  members  of  the  lega- 
tion by  the  burning  of  your  residence  in  Yedo,  to  the  end  that  an  appli- 
cation may  be  made  to  Congress  for  an  adequate  appropriation  for  the 
proper  indemnity. 

'^  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  you  will,  so  far  as  is  possible, 
execute  these  instructions  in  no  spirit  of  resentment,  or  even  of  anger ; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  while  exhibiting  the  necessary  firmness,  you  will 
make  it  manifest  to  the  Tycoon's  Qovemment  that  the  novel  and  [)eri1- 
ous  circumstances  which  attend  its  situation  are  fully  understood  and 
appreciated  by  the  President,  and  that  he  desires,  with  the  utmost  sin- 
cerity and  friendship,  to  favor  the  interests  of  internal  peace  in  Japan, 
and  of  peace  between  that  country  and  the  several  powers  of  Europe 
and  America." 

Same  to  same,  Sept.  1, 1863,  ibid, 

"  Your  interesting  dispatches  of  the  25th  of  June  (No.  23),  the  26th  of 
June  (No.  44),  and  the  27th  of  June  (No.  45),  have  been  submitted  to 
the  President. 

^^In  my  instructions  of  the  1st  of  September  (No.  46)  I  have  anticipated 
the  events  occurring  in  Japan,  which  these  papers  have  brought  to  my 
knowledge,  and  no  special  reply  to  them  seems  necessary,  except  that 
I  shall  invite  the  attention  of  the  other  treaty  powers  to  the  suggestion 
which  you  make  concerning  the  expediency  of  demanding  a  ratification 
of  the  treaties  b}'  the  Mikado,  and  of  proper  demonstrations  to  secure 
that  ratification." 

Same  to  same,  Sept.  9«  1863,  ibid, 

^<  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  reception  of  your  dispatches 
of  the  24th  of  July  (No.  48),  24th  of  July  (No.  49),  and  July  25  (No.  50), 
which  furnish  the  details  of  the  assault  made  by  the  Prince  of  Nagato, 
or  the  Japanese,  upon  the  American  merchant  ship  Pembroke,  and  the 
l)roceeding8  of  Commander  McDougall,  in  tho  United  States  steamship- 
of-war  Wyoming,  under  your  sanction,  to  redress  that  wrong.  The 
paper  further  describes  the  aggressions  committed  by  the  same  parties 
against  Dutch  and  British  merchantmen,  with  the  proceedings  adopted 
by  the  representatives  of  all  the  treaty  powers  in  regard  to  these  out- 
rages. Tour  proceedings  connected  with  them  are  fully  and  cheerfully 
approved.  '  You  will,  in  all  cases,  hold  the  claims  of  this  Government 
and  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  distinct  and  separate  from  those  of 
other  Governments  and  subjects  of  other  powers.  But  this  separation 
will  not  be  expected  to  restrain  yon  from  acting  with  your  colleagues, 
and  giving  them  yonr  moral  support ;  and  when  there  is  need,  with 
reference  to  common  defense,  or  to  save  a  common  right,  or  secure  a 
oommon  object,  just  and  lawful  in  itself,  the  naval  force  of  the  United 
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States  will  be  expected  to  co  operate  with  those  of  the  other  western 
powers. 

^^  Having  been  advised  by  yoar  dispatch  of  the  8th  of  Angast,  which 
came  from  San  Francisco  by  telegraph,  that  the  Tycoon  has  returned  to 
Yedo,  and  that  your  relations  with  his  Government  are  mach  improved, 
T  deem  it  inexpedient  to  restrain  your  discretion  at  present  by  special 
instructions,  but  cheerfully  wait  the  development  of  events  which  must 
have  occurred  since  that  communication  was  sent." 

Same  to  same,  Oct.  3, 1863,  ihid. 

As  to  memorandum  in  1864  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  Fraaoe, 
and  the  Netherlands,  relative  to  the  ooercive  measnres  to  be  adopted  against 
the  Prince  of  Cboshin  in  the  Straits  of  Shimonasaki,  see  Brit,  and  For.  St. 
Pap.  for  1872-'73,  vol.  63. 

It  is  proper  that  the  representatives  of  the  United  States  in  Japan 
should  unite  with  other  diplomatic  agents  in  that  country  in  advising 
that  the  Japanese  laws  prohibiting  Christianity  should  be  repealed. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Van  Valkcnbnrgb,  Oct.  7, 1867.  MSS.  Inst., 
Japan.    See  Mr.  Seward  to  Mr.  Van  Valkenbur^,  Oct.  5,  1868,  ibid. 

As  to  exclusion  of  Americans  from  the  Japanese  island  of  Amaknsa,  see  Mr. 
Fisb,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  De  Long,  Sept.  15,  1870.    MSS.  Inst.,  Japan. 

^<  It  is  to  me  inconceivable  that  there  are  no  courts  in  Japan.  There 
must  be  tribunals  or  officers  of  some  kind  for  settling  civil  controver- 
sies. The  sixth  article  of  the  treaty  of  1858  (Consular  Regulations,  page 
157)  refers  to  such  courts.  The  treaty,  in  effect,  remits  American  cred- 
itors of  Japanese  subjects  to  such  courts,  and  on  general  principles  they 
must  accept  such  remedies  as  the  Government  of  Japan  provides  for  its 
own  subjects,  waiting  for  diplomatic  intervention  till  the  case  of  a  denial 
of  justice  is  established.  If  the  minister  will  instruct  his  countrymen 
on  this  subject,  he  will  be  relieved  of  the  duties  of  an  attorney  in  private 
controversies.    •    •    • 

^^  It  is  not  deemed  advisable  to  propose  or  ask  of  Congress  a  measure 
providing  for  an  examiner  of  claims  in  Japan.  The  minister  should  not 
be  deprived  of  his  full  responsibility  about  urging  claims,  but  it  would 
be  well  for  our  ministers  everywhere  to  refrain  from' anything  like  a 
])eremptory  presentation  of  a  claim  until  after  it  has  been  examined  in 
this  Department,  except  in  cases  of  urgent  emergency.  The  Govern- 
ment has  frequently  found  itself  at  quite  an  advanced  stage  of  the  dis- 
cussion of  a  doubtful  claim,  before  this  Department  had  any  informa- 
tion, or,  if  any,  inadequate  information,  for  a  judgment  upon  the  case.^ 

Mr.  Fisb,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  De  Long,  Jan.  21,  1871.  MSS.  Inst.,  Japan; 
For.  Rel.,  1871. 

"  I  am  not  prepared,  without  further  reflection,  to  assume  the  broad 
ground  that  the  Government  of  Japan  is  bound  to  allow  our  citizens  to 
conduct  at  the  open  ports  any  business  which  is  lawful  by  the  laws  of 
the  United  States^  or  even  any  and  every  business  which  may  be  law- 
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f ul  by  the  laws  of  all  other  civilized  nations.  A  coantry  having  what  we 
regard  as  an  imperfect  civilization  may,  for  that  very  reason,  find  it 
necessary  to  establish  and  maintain  police  regulations  in  the  interest  of 
internal  order  tonching  with  more  or  lei^s  severity  apon  trade  of  various 
kinds  which  this  coantry  and  the  western  powers  generally  deem  it  safe 
to  leave  antrammeled." 

Mr.  Fish;  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  De  Long,  May  11, 1871.    MSS.  Inst.,  Japan. 
As  to  distinctiye  features  of  the  political  system  of  Japan,  see  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of 
State,  to  Mr.  De  Long,  May  SO,  1871.    MSS.  Inst.,  Japan. 

'<  Foreigners  in  Japan,  as  in  any  other  country,  are  subject  to  its 
jurisdiction,  except  so  far  as  it  is  limited  by  express  or  tacit  convention. 
All  that  has  been  sought  by  the  Christian  powers  is  to  withdraw  their 
subjects  from  the  operation  of  such  laws  as  conflict  with  our  ideas  of 
civilization  and  humanity,  and  to  keep  the  power  of  trying  and  punish- 
ing in  the  hands  of  their  own  representatives.  It  is  proper,  therefore, 
,  for  the  latter,  when  they  find  a  Japanese  regulation,  not  found,  in  our 
case,  in  the  statutes  or  the  common  law,  to  acquaint  their  countrymen 
with  the  fact  of  such  recognition,  and  that  it  will  be  enforced  according 
to  our  methods  and  in  our  tribunals.  This,  combining  the  sanction  of 
the  two  Governments,  avoids,  on  the  one  hand,  the  assertion  of  the  ab- 
solute immunity  of  our  citizens  from  any  Japanese  regulation,  however 
reasonable  and  necessary,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  of  an  unqualified 
legislative  power  in  our  diplomatic  and  consular  representatives — a 
position  which  it  seems  judicious  to  maintain  until  Congress  shall  act 
on  the  subject." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  De  Long,  May  21,  1871.    MSS.  Inst.,  Japan. 

^'  It  seems  to  me  within  the  legitimate  police  powers  of  the  Govern- 
meut  of  Japan  to  prohibit  their  subjects  from  assembling  to  bet  upon 
the  prices  of  staple  commodities  which  the  sham  seller  does  not  intend 
to  deliver,  nor  the  buyer  to  take  into  possession.  The  circumstance 
that  an  American  citizen  presides  over  the  mock  auction  or  furnishes 
the  building  where  it  takes  place  does  not  impair  that  power." 

Mr.  Hnnter,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  De  Long,  Jnly  1,  1871.    MSS.  Inst., 
Japan. 

Concert  between  the  treaty  powers  as  to  Japan  should  be  maintained 
"  at  least  until  after  the  revision  of  the  treaties,  and  until  the  Govern- 
ment of  Japan  shall  have  exhibited  a  degree  of  power  and  capacity  to 
adopt  and  enforce  a  system  of  jurisprudence  and  judicial  administration 
in  harmony  with  that  of  the  Christian  powers,  equal  to  their  ardent  de- 
sire to  be  relieved  from  the  enforced  duties  of  extraterritoriality." 

Mr.  Fish  to  Mr.  N.  Fish,  Sept.  2,  1874.    MSS.  Inst.,  Germ. ;  For.  Rel.,  1874. 
As  to  general  impolicy  of  joint  action  of  foreign  ministers,  see  vnfra^  $  102. 

*<  Your  dispatch  of  the  5th  ultimo,  No.  1523,  in  relation  to  the  require* 
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ment  of  tbe  British  order  in  coaucil,  of  the  25th  of  October,  1881,  to 
the  effect  that  a  foreign  resident  in  Japan,  of  any  other  than  British 
nationality,  in  order  to  the  maintenance  by  him  of  a  civil  action  in  the 
British  consalar  courts  in  that  country  against  an  English  subject 
must  'first  obtain  and  file  in  the  court  the  consent  in  writing  of  the 
competent  authority  of  his  own  nation  to  his  submitting,  and  that  he 
does  submit,  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and,  if  required  by  the 
court,  give  security  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  and  to  such  reason- 
able amount  as  the  court  directs,  by  deposit  or  otherwise,  to  pay  fees, 
damages,  costs,  and  expenses,  and  abide  by  and  perform  the  decision 
to  be  given  either  by  the  court  or  an  appeal,'  has  been  received;  and 
in  connection  with  a  dispatch  of  the  21  st  of  June  last.  No.  632,  from 
Oonsul-General  Van  Buren  on  the  same  subject,  and,  indeed,  relating 
to  the  precise  case  which  Mr.  Stahel  presents  to  you,  has  received  at- 
tentive consideration. 

<«The  general  question  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Depart- 
ment by  Consul-General  Van  Buren  in  April  last,  in  his  dispatch  Xa 
019,  and  on  the  9th  of  May  following,  Mr.  Bancroft  Davis,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  State,  replied,  by  instruction  No.  277,  to  Mr.  Van  Buren, 
that  he  conceived  the  requirement  of  the  British  order  in  council  to  be 
^fair  and  just.'  Although  the  instruction  referred  to  was  brief,  it  was, 
nevertheless,  the  result  of  careful  consideration,  as  Mr.  Davis  was  at 
that  moment  engaged  in  examination  of  the  general  question  of  extra- 
territoriality, and  had  the  whole  subject  before  him. 

'<  Mr.  Stahel,  in  his  reply  to  the  British  consul,  an  extract  from  which 
General  Van  Buren  transmits  in  his  No.  632,  of  June  21  last,  says: 

^^  <  Further,  it  appears  to  me  that  such  submission,  with  my  consent, 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  your  court,  to  have  the  effect  which  the  order  in 
council  you  refer  to  must  have  contemplated,  would  require  me,  in  case 
of  need,  to  execute  the  judgment  of  your  court,  thus  placing  not  only 
citizens  of  the  United  States  under  the  jurisdiction  of,  but,  virtually, 
the  United  States  consular  court  officers  subject  to  the  orders  of.  Her 
Majesty's  court.' 

^<  I  am  unable  to  perceive  that  any  such  result  would  follow  from  the 
permission  (for  that  is  the  proper  word)  of  the  United  States  consul  to 
a  citizen  of  his  nation,  or  from  anything  in  the  terms  of  the  order  in 
council  which  is  now  before  me.  The  citizen  of  the  United  States  suing 
a  British  subject,  in  a  British  court,  under  the  conditions  referred  to. 
submits  himself  to  the  process  of  the  court  in  which  the  proceedings 
are  had — ^nothing  less  and  certainly  nothing  more. 

"You  advance  two  objections  to  the  British  requirement: 

"First.  That  the  British  court  may  adjudge  damages  against  the 
American  plaintiff  and  in  favor  of  the  English  defendant  in  a  claim  of 
the  latter  in  nowise  connected  with  or  growing  out  of  the  plaintiff's 
cause  of  action. 
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"I  think  yon  will  at  once  perceive  that  this  objection  i«  met  by  pro- 
vision C  in  47  of  the  order  in  council.  But,  secondly,  you  add,  that  the 
court  may,  in  case  the  plaintiff  fails  to  perform  its  decision  in  the  prem- 
ises, commit  the  American  citizen  to  a  British  consular  prison  by  order 
of  a  British  consular  court. 

'<  With  great  deference  for  any  opinion  that  you  might  express  on 
any  legal  question,  I  must  be  permitted  to  say  that  that  appears  to  me 
to  be  a  forced  construction  of  the  order.  Except  for  contempt  and  to 
enforce  specific  orders  and  decrees  in  chancery,  imprisonment  cannot 
properly  be  an  element  of  procedure  in  civil  actions  in  English  any 
more  than  in  American  courts.  •  •  •  It  appears  to  me  most  desir- 
able that  in  its  administration  (that  of  the  extrajudicial  system  estab- 
lished by  Christians  in  Japan)  harmony  and  comity  should  be  culti- 
vated between  the  different  foreign  nationalities,  and  that  niceties  and 
technical  views  should  be  as  far  as  possible  ignored,  thereby  facilitating 
that  justice  to  foreign  residents  in  those  countries  which  the  system  was 
intended  to  secure. 

''You  will  consider  the  views  imparted  to  General  Van  Buren  by  Mr. 
Bancroft  Davis  in  the  instruction  already  referred  to,  a  copy  of  which 
I  inclose,  as  the  ruling  of  the  Department. 

"I  also  transmit  for  your  convenience  a  copy  of  a  letter  on  the  gen- 
eral subject,  addressed  to  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations,  on  the  29th  of  April  last,  by  the  Secretary  of  State." 

Mr.  John  Davis,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bingham,  Aug.  11,  1882.    MSS. 
Inst.;  Japan ;  For.  Rel.,  1882. 

"  The  English  contention  has  hitherto  been,  under  the  most-favored- 
nation  clause  of  the  treaties,  that  it  is  absolute,  and  that  even  when 
Japan  may  bargain  with  any  power  to  give  it  a  favor  for  an  equivalent, 
the  like  favor  must  be  granted  to  England  without  equivalent. 

'^  The  Japanese  contention  is  the  reverse  of  this,  being  that  if  a  favor 
for  a  specific  condition  be  stipulated  with  any  one  nation,  no  other  may 
enjoy  the  favor  except  upon  identical  or  equivalent  conditions. 

"  The  theory  on  which  this  Government  views  the  question  is  akin  to 
that  of  Japan.  For  example,  the  United  States  have  just  concluded  a 
commercial  treaty  with  Mexico  by  which  each  country  especially  favors 
the  other  by  putting  on  its  free  list  certain  dutiable  products.  Under 
the  favored-nation  clause  of  our  treaties  with  other  nations  we  are  not 
bound  to  give  their  products  the  benefit  of  our  free  list,  even  though 
such  country  may  not  impose  any  duty  on  the  articles  which  Mexico 
has  free-listed  in  our  favor;  but  we  would  be  willing  to  stipulate  to 
give  a  third  power  the  favor  we  give  Mexico  in  exchange  for  some 
equivalent  favor  not  general  as  towards  the  rest  of  the  world. 

"  The  British  contention  and  our  own  are  in  manifest  conflict.  How 
far  the  Qerman  proposition  may  cover  our  ground  depends^  on  the  inter- 
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pretation  to  be  given  to  the  phrase  *  provisions  of  execution'  (Ansfiihr- 
angsbestimmungen).  By  this,  as  appears  from  the  instruction  of  April 
4,  J  884,  is  to  be  understood  '  provisions  of  a  purely  administrative  char- 
acter, or  such  as  relate  to  custom-house  business.'" 

Mr.  Frelinghaysen,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bingham,  Jnne  11, 1884,    MSS.  Inst, 

Japan. 
As  to  '^  favored  nation,''  see  infra,  $  134. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  is  not  responsible  to  that  of 
Japan  for  the  lynching  and  murder  of  a  Japanese  subject  in  Utah  by  a 
mob  which  could  not  have  been  quelled  by  due  diligence  and  energy 
by  the  Government.  In  this  case  the  Japanese  had  previously  shot  and 
killed  a  woman  ''  without  excuse  or  justification." 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Kaki  Rinichi,  Oct.  18,  1884.    MSS. 
Notes,  Japan. 

The  following  Congressional  documents  may  be  referred  to  in  tbis  relation : 
Resolntion  requesting  a  report  as  to  tbe  expediency  of  returning  tbe  indemnitr 
fund  to  Japan,  after  deducting  all  just  claims  for  damages,  &o,,  properij 
cbargeable  to  that  fund.    Dec.  15,  1875.    House  Mis.  Doc.  34,  44th  Cong.,  Ist 
seas. 
Return  of,  to  Japan  recommended;  but  a  sufficient  sum  to  cover  tbe  claims  of 
naval  officers  and  crews  be  retained.     Mar.  22,  1876.    Senate  Rep.  169.  44th 
Cong.,  1st  sess. 
Resolution  of  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New  York  favoring  a  return  of  tbe  faudto 
Japan  after  paying  the  damages  sustained  by  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
Feb.  7,  1876.    Senate  and  House  Mis.  Docs.  80,  44th  Cong.,  Istsesa. 
Report  favorable  to  return  of,  to  Japan.    May  14,  1878.     Senate  Rep.  378,  46tii 

Cong.,  2d  sess. 
Report  favoring  return  of,  to  Japan,  after  satisfying  certain  claims.    June  7, 187& 
House  Rep.  913,  45th  Cong.,  2d  sess.    Mar.  31,  1880.    House  Rep.  669,  46th 
tlong.,  2d  sess.    Jan.  13,  1881.    Senate  Rep.  752,  46th  Cong.,  3d  sees. 
Favorable  report.    Jan.  31,  188*i.    House  Rep.  138,  47th  Cong.,  Ist  sess. 
Favorable  report ;  amount  of  the  accumulated  fund.     Feb.  7,  1882.     Senate  Rrp. 

120,  47th  Cong.,  Ist  sess. 
Resolutiou  declaring  the  right  of  the  United  States  to  tbe  indemnity  received,  and 
that  if  it  ever  be  returned  it  be  done  without  interest  or  preminms.    Jan.  6. 
1883.    Senate  Mis.  Doc.  20,  47th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
Memorial  of  American  residents  in  Japan  asking  for  legislation  for  their  Govern- 
ment.   Mar.  22,  1882.     Senate  Mis.  Doc.  70,  47th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 
As  to  consular  Jurisdiction  in  Japan,  see  further  tf|/ra,  $$  125,  153,  and  seeabo 
Mr.  Eli  T.  Sheppard's  pamphlet  on  "  Extraterritorialty  "  in  reference  to 
Japan. 
Tbe  correspondence  in  1850  relative  to  tbe  visit  of  tbe   Preble  to  Japan  f« 
the  purpose  of  demanding  imprisoned  American  seamen,  is  given  in  Hon* 
Ex.  Doc.  No.  84,  31st  Cong.,  1st  sess. 
Documents  relating  to  official  intercourse  with,  prior  to  1852,  are  i^iven  in  Sen- 
ate Ex.  Doc.  No.  59,  32d  Cong.,  Ist  sess. 
Tbe  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  Jan.  29, 1855,  relative  to  tbe  naval  ex- 
pedition to  Japan,  is  given  in  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  34,  33d  Cong.,  2d  sees. 
The  correspondence  prior  to  1860,  in  regard  to  missions  to  Japan,  is  given  i& 
Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  25,  36th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 
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(13)  TuRKBY,  Tripoli,  and  Tunis. 

§68a. 

Citizens  of  the  United  States,  in  common  with  all  other  foreign 
Christians,  enjoy  the  privileges  of  extraterritoriality  in  Turkey,  including 
Egypt,  as  well  as  in  the  Turkish  regencies  of  Tripoli  and  Tunis,  and 
also  in  the  independent  Arabic  states  of  Morocco  and  Muscat. 

Status  of  Americans  in  Turkey,  7  Op.,  56&,  Cushingi  18&5. 

As  to  consular  Jurisdiction  in,  see  ttr/ra,  $  125. 
As  to  ri^ht  of  asylum  in,  $  104. 
As  to  treaties  with,  $  165. 

y,— RECOGNITION  OF  BELLIGERENCY, 

§  69. 

<<  It  is  a  well-known  fact  that  the  vessels  of  the  Sonth  American  prov- 
inces were  admitted  into  the  ports  of  the  United  States  under  their  own 
or  any  other  flags,  from  the  commencement  of  the  Revolution,  and  it  is 
equally  true  that  throughout  the  various  civil  contests  that  have  taken 
place  at  different  periods  among  the  states  that  sprung  from  that  Bevo- 
lution,  the  vessels  of  each  of  the  contending  parties  have  been  alike 
permitted  to  enter  the  ports  of  this  country.  It  has  never  been  held 
necessary,  as  a  preliminary  to  the  extension  of  the  rights  of  hospitality 
to  either,  that  the  chances  of  the  war  should  be  balanced  and  the  prob- 
ability of  eventual  success  determined.  For  this  purpose  it  has  been 
deemed  sufficient  that  the  party  had  declared  its  independence  and  at 
the  time  was  actually  maintaining  it.  Such  having  been  the  course 
hitherto  pursued  by  this  Government,  however  important  it  might  be 
to  consider  the  probability  of  success,  if  a  question  should  arise  as  to 
the  recognition  of  the  independence  of  TexoHy  it  is  not  to  be  expected  that 
it  should  be  made  a  prerequisite  to  the  mere  exercise  of  hospitality  im- 
I>1ied  by  the  admission  of  the  vessels  of  that  country  into  our  ports. 
The  declaration  of  neutrality  by  the  President  in  regard  to  the  existing 
contest  between  Mexico  and  Texas  was  not  intended  to  be  confined  to 
the  limits  of  that  province  or  of  'the  theater  of  war,'  within  which  it 
was  hardly  to  be  presumed  that  any  collision  would  occur  or  any  ques- 
tion on  the  subject  arise,  but  it  was  designed  to  extend  everywhere  and 
to  include  as  well  the  United  States  and  their  ports  as  the  territories 
of  the  conflicting  parties.  The  exclusion  of  the  vessels  of  Texas,  while 
those  of  Mexico  are  admitted,  is  not  deemed  compatible  with  the  strict 
neutrality  which  it  is  the  desire  and  the  determination  of  this  Govern- 
ment to  observe  in  respect  to  the  present  contest  between  those  coun- 
tries ;  nor  is  it  thought  necessary  to  scrutinize  the  character  or  author- 
ity of  the  flag  under  which  they  may  sail,  or  the  validity  of  the  com- 
mission under  which  the^  may  be  commanded,  when  the  rights  of  this 
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Tbere  are  now,  as  you  mast  have  observed,  indications  that  that  appre- 
hended greater  evil  may  be  averted  through  the  exepcise  of  a  restrainiu^ 
power  over  the  enemies  of  the  United  States  in  Great  Britain.  Hoi>e- 
ful  of  such  a  result,  we  forbear  from  the  issue  of  letters  of  marque,  a!i<l 
are  content  to  have  the  weapon  ready  for  use  if  it  shall  become  abso- 
lutely necessary.     (See  infra^  §  385.) 

"  It  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  acknowledge  that,  beyond  what  we 
deem  the  original  error  of  France  in  recognizing,  unnecessarily,  as  we 
think,  the  insurgents  as  a  belligerent,  we  have  every  reason  to  appre- 
ciate the  just  and  impartial  observance  of  neutrality  which  has  been 
practiced  in  the  ports  and  harbors  of  France  by  the  Government  of  the 
Emperor.  In  any  case  it  will  be  hereafter,  as  it  has  been  hitherto,  a 
pleasng  duty  to  conduct  all  our  belligerent  proceedings  so  a«  to  inflict 
no  wrong  or  injury  upon  the  Government  or  the  people  of  the  French 
Empire. 

^^  You  have  also  done  the  country  a  good  service  in  explaining,  in 
your  conversations  with  Mr.  Drouyn  de  THuys,  the  manner  in  which 
we  have  heretofore  maintained  our  neutrality  in  foreign  wars,  by  enforc 
ing  our  enlistment  laws,  which  are  in  all  respects  the  same  as  those  of 
Great  Britain. 

''The  President  has  received  with  much  interest  Mr.  Drouyn  de 
PHuys's  exposition  of  the  policy  of  the  French  Government  in  regard 
to  the  insurrection  in  Poland.  The  Emperor  of  Bussia  seems  to  us  to 
have  adopted  a  policy  of  beneficent  reform  in  domestic  administration. 
His  known  sagacity  and  his  good  dispositions  encourage  a  hope  that 
Poland  will  not  be  denied  a  just  share  of  the  imperial  consideration  if,  as 
seems  now  to  be  generally  expected  in  Europe,  the  revolution  attempted 
by  her  heroic  people  shall  be  suppressed. 

*'*'  I  do  not  care  to  speak  often  upon  the  war  of  France  against  Mexico. 
The  President  confidingly  believes  that  the  Emperor  has  no  purpose  of 
assuming,  in  the  event  of  success,  the  Government  of  that  Republic. 
Difficult  as  the  exercise  of  self-government  there  has  proved  to  be,  it  is, 
nevertheless,  quite  certain  that  the  attempt  to  maintain  foreign  author- 
ity there  would  encounter  insurmountable  embarrassment.  The  countnr 
possesses  immense,  practically  inexhaustible,  resources.  They  invite 
foreign  labor  and  capital  from  all  foreign  countries  to  become  natural- 
ized and  incorporated  with  the  resources  of  the  country  and  of  the  con- 
tinent, while  all  attempts  to  acquire  them  by  force  must  meet  with  the 
most  annoying  and  injurious  hindrance  and  resistance.  This  is  equally 
true  of  Mexico  and  of  every  portion  of  the  American  continent.  It 
is  more  than  a  hundred  years  since  any  foreign  state  has  success- 
fully planted  a  new  colony  in  America,  or  even  strengthened  its  hold 
upon  any  one  previously  existing  here«    Through  all  the  social  disturb- 
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ances  which  attend  a  change  from  the  colonial  state  to  independence, 
and  the  substitution  of  the  democratic  for  the  monarchical  system  of 
government,  it  still  seems  to. us  that  the  Spanish- American  states  are 
steadily  advancing  towards  the  establishment  of  permanent  institutions 
of  self  government.  It  is  the  interest  of  the  United  States  to  favor  this 
I)rogress,  and  to  commend  it  to  the  patronage  of  other  nations.  It  is 
equally  the  interest  of  all  other  nations,  if,  as  we  confidently  believe, 
this  progress  offers  to  mankind  the  speediest  and  surest  means  of  ren- 
dering available  to  them  the  natural  treasures  of  America." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dayton,  Apr.  24,  1863.    MSS.  lust.,  France. 
Dip.  Corr.,  1863. 

^<  This  Government  insists  now  in  these  cases,  as  it  insisted  in  the 
beginning  of  our  domestic  strife,  that  the  decisions  of  tlie  Emperor's 
Grovemment,  like  those  of  other  maritime  powers,  by  which  the  insur- 
gents of  this  country,  without  a  port  or  a  ship  or  a  court  of  admiralty, 
are  recognized  by  France  as  a  naval  belligerent,  are  in  derogation  of 
the  law  of  nations  and  injurious  to  the.  dignity  and  sovereignty  of  the 
United  States,  that  they  have  never  approved  or  acquiesced  in  those 
decrees,  and  that  they  regard  these  late  proceedings  in  relation  to  the 
Florida  and  Georgia,  like  those  of  a  similar  character  which  have  oc- 
curred in  previous  cases,  as  just  subjects  of  complaint.  The  same 
views  are  entertained  so  far  as  they  apply  to  the  new  maritime  regula- 
tions. We  claim  that  we  are  entitled  to  have  our  national  vessels  re- 
ceived in  French  ports  with  the  same  courtesy  that  we  ourselves  extend 
to  French  ships  of  war,  and  that  all  real  or  pretended  insurgent  vessels 
ought  to  be  altogether  excluded  from  French  porte.  We  expect  the 
time  to  come,  and  we  believe  it  is  not  distant,  when  this  claim  will  be 
acknowledged  by  France  to  be  both  reasonable  and  just." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dayton,  Mar.  21,  1864.    MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

See  farther,  as  to  recognition  of  Confederate  belligerency,  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No. 
11,  4l8t  Gong.,  Ist  sees. ;  and  see  also  2  Phill.  Int.  Law  (3d  ed.),  25. 

As  sustaining  the  recognition  of  the  Confederate  Government  as  belligerent, 
see  speech  of  Sir  George  Cornewall  Lewis,  Oct.  17, 1862,  cited  in  1  Lawrence 
com.  sur  droit  int.,  200.  • 

^*  The  President  does  not  deny,  on  the  contrary  he  maintains,  that 
every  sovereign  power  decides  for  itself,  on  its  responsibility,  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  it  will,  at  a  given  time,  accord  the  status  of  belliger- 
ency to  the  insurgent  subjects  of  another  power,  as  also  the  larger  ques- 
tion of  the  independence  of  such  subjects  and  their  accession  to  the 
family  of  sovereign  states. 

'^  But  the  rightfulness  of  such  an  act  depends  on  the  occasion  and 
the  circumstances,  and  it  is  an  act,  like  the  sovereign  act  of  war,  which 
the  morality  of  the  public  law  and  practice  requires  should  be  deliber- 
ate, seasonable,  and  just,  in  reference  to  surrounding  facts ;  national 
belligerency,  indeed,  like  national  independence,  being  but  an  existing 
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fact,  officially  recognized  as  such,  without  which  8ach  a  declaration  is 
only  the  indirect  manifcBtation  of  a  particular  line  of  policy." 

Mr.  Fish,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Motley,  Sept.  25, 1869.    M8S.  Inst.,  6r.  Brit. 

<^  Bnt  circumstances  might  arise  to  call  for  it.  A  ship  of  the  insur- 
gents might  appear  in  the  i)ort  of  the  neutral,  or  a  collision  might 
occur  at  sea,  imposing  on  the  neutral  the  necessity  to  act.  Or  actoal 
hostility  might  have  continued  to  rage  in  the  theater  of  insurgent  war, 
combat  after  combat  might  have  been  fought  for  such  a  period  of  time, 
a  mass  of  men  may  have  engaged  in  actual  war  until  they  should  have 
acquired  the  consistency  of  military  power,  to  repeat  the  idea  of  Mr. 
Canning,  so  as  evidently  to  constitute  the  fact  of  belligerency,  and  to 
justify  the  recognition  by  the  neutaral.  Or  the  nearness  of  the  seat  of 
hostilities  to  the  neutral  may  compel  the  latter  to  act;  it  might  be  his 
sovereign  duty  to  act,  however  inconvenient  such  action  should  be  to 
the  legitimate  Government." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Motley,  Sept.  25, 1869.    MSS.  Inst.,  Or.  Brit. 

^^The  question  of  according  or  withholding  rights  of  belligerency 
must  be  judged,  in  every  case,  in  view  of  the  particular  attending  facts. 
*  *  *  This  conflict  must  be  one  which  will  be  recognized  in  the  s«ise 
of  international  law  as  war.  Belligerency,  too,  is  a  fact.  The  mere  ex- 
istence of  contending  armed  bodies,  and  their  occasional  coniiicts,  do 
not  constitute  war  in  the  sense  referred  to." 

President  Grant,  Seventh  Annual  Message,  1875. 

Prior  to  the  acknowledgment  by  the  United  States  of  the  independ- 
ence of  the  southern  Spanish- American  colonies,  informal  agents  were 
sent  to  them  by  the  President  (see  supra,  §  47);  but  diplomatic  agents 
from  several  of  these  states  were  refused  at  the  same  time  official  diplo- 
matic recognition  at  Washington,  though  personally  received. 

See  Abdy's  Kent,  135;  Dana's  Wheaton,  note  121. 

Mr.  Seward  (Ex.  Doc.  20,  39th  Cong.,  cited  in  Dana's  Wheaton,  note 
41 ;  Mr.  Seward  to  Mr.  Bigelow,  Mar.  13, 1865,  Dip.  Corr.,  1865,  pt.  3, 
•378)  took  the  ground  that  the  United  States  Government  would  decline 
to  bold  intercourse,  official  or  unofficial,  with  agents  from  iusurgentK 
against  Governments  with  whom  the  United  States  were  at  peace.  Bnt 
when  a  belligerent  is  recognized  as  sach,  this  implies  an  intercourse, 
at  least  between  agents,  in  reference  to  terms  of  belligerency.  This  in- 
tercourse may  be  very  informal,  and,  when  between  belligerents  who  are 
l)arties  to  a  dvil  war,  may  for  a  time  be  limited  to  negotiations  for 
exchange  of  prisoners  and  for  cognate  objects.  But,  as  in  the  case  of 
the  late  civil  war  in  the  United  States,  the  sovereign  against  whom  the 
insurrection  is  directed,  will,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  hear  inform- 
ally and  unofficially  agents  from  belligerent  insurgents  as  to  terms  of 
surrender. 

As  to  reception,  informally,  by  Mr.  Seward  of  agents  of  the  unrecognized  Got- 
emment  of  Maximilian,  see  infraj  $  70.  See  also  Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State, 
to  Mr.  Fish,  Apr.  5, 1881.    MSB.  Inst.,  Swits,  quoted  infra,  $  70, 
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Admitting  a  sovereign,  who  is  endeavoring  to  reduce  bis  revolted 
sabjects  to  obedience,  to  possess  botb  sovereign  and  belligerent  rights, 
and  to  be  capable  of  acting  in  either  character,  the  manner  in  which  he 
acts  must  determine  the  character  of  the  act ;  t.  a.,  whether  it  is  an  ex- 
ercise, of  belligerent  rights  or  exclusively  of  his  sovereign  power. 

Rose  V.  Himely,  4  CraDch,  24L 

"A  civil  war,^'  said  Judge  Grier,  giving  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  Prize  Gases,  2  Black,  667,  "  is  never  solemnly  declared;  it 
becomes  such  by  its  accidents — the  number,  ]>ower,  and  organization 
of  the  persons  who  originate  and  carry  it  on.  When  the  party  in  rebel- 
lion occupy  and  hold  in  a  hostile  manner  a  certain  portion  of  territory; 
have  declared  their  independence ;  have  cast  oli"  their  allegiance ;  have 
organized  armies;  have  commenced  hostilities  against  their  former 
sovereign,  the  world  acknowledges  them  as  belligerents  and  the  contest 
a  war.'' 

"To  the  Gonfederate  Government  was  conceded,  in  the  interest  of 
humanity,  and  to  prevent  the  cruelties  of  reprisals  and  retaliation^  such 
belligerent  rights  as  belonged,  under  the  law  of  nations,  to  the  armies 
of  independent  Governments  engaged  in  war  against  each  other.  The 
Confederate  States  were  belligerents  in  the  sense  attached  to  that  word 
by  the  law  of  nations." 

Harlan,  J.,  Ford  r.  Surget,  97  U.  S.,  594. 

As  to  recognition  by  the  United  States  of  the  belligerency  of  foreign  insurgents, 

see  the  Divina  Pastora,  4  Wheat.,  52 ;  the  Nenstra  Senora,  ibid,,  497. 
That  this  applies  to  the  question  of  the  recognition  of  a  Stat«  government  by 

the  Federal  Government,  see  Lnther  v.  Borden,  7  Howard,  1. 

"  There  may  be  a  diflftculty  in  ascertaining  when  the  feet  of  war 
begins,  and  this  difficulty  is  the  greater  in  cases  of  insurrection  or  revolt, 
where  many  of  the  antecedents  and  premonitory  tokens  of  war  are 
wanting,  where  an  insurrection  may  be  ot  little  account  and  easily  sup- 
pressed, and  where  war  bursts  out  full-blown,  it  may  be,  at  once.  Our 
Government  has  more  than  once  professed  to  govern  its  action  by  the 
following  criteria  expressed  in  Mr.  Monroe's  words  relating  to  the 
Spanish  South  American  revolts :  ^As  soon  as  the  movement  assumes 
such  a  steady  and  consistent  form  as  to  make  the  success  of  the  prov- 
inces probable,  the  rights  to  which  they  were  entitled  by  the  law  of 
nations,  as  equal  parties  to  a  civil  war,  have  been  extended  to  them.' 
But  this  rule  breaks  down  in  several  places.  The  probability  is  a 
creature  of  the  mind,  something  merely  subjective,  and  ought  not  to 
enter  into  a  definition  of  what  a  nation  ought  to  do.  Again,  the  success 
does  not  depend  on  steadiness  and  consistency  of  form  only,  but  on 
relative  strength  of  the  parties.  If  you  make  probability  of  success  the 
criterion  of  right  in  the  case,  you  have  to  weigli  other  circumstances 
before  being  able  to  judge  which  is  most  probable,  success  or  defeat. 
Would  you,  if  you  conceded  belligerent  rights,  withdraw  the  concession 
whenever  success  ceased  to  be  probable  ?  And,  still  further,  such  prov- 
inces in  revolt  are  not  entitled  by  the  law  of  nations  to  rights  as  equal 
parties  to  a  civil  war.  They  have  propeily  no  rights,  and  th(».  conces- 
sion of  belligerency  is  not  made  on  their  account,  but  on  account  of  coa- 
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siderations  of  policy  on  the  part  of  the  state  itself  which  declares  them 
snob,  or  on  grounds  of  humanity. 

*'  rre(;edents  are  to  be  drawn  chiefly  from  modern  times.  The  revolt 
of  tbe  low  countries  was  hardly  an  analogous  case,  for  they  were  states 
having  their  especial  charters,  not  connected  with  Spain,  except  so  far 
as  the  King  of  Spain  was  their  suzerain.  In  our  Revolutionary  war, 
precedent  was  not  all  on  one  side.  Great  Britain  stoutly  declared  Paul 
Jones  to  be  a  pirate,  because  he  was  a  British  subject  under  commissiou 
from  revolting  colonies,  and  Denmark  agreed  to  this.  In  the  South 
American  revolutions,  the  concessions  of  belligerent  rights  were  given 
freely  by  neutrals,  most  freely  by  the  United  States ;  and,  as  for  proc- 
lamations, our  Government  went  so  far  as  to  issue  one,  in  1838, '  for 
the  prevention  of  unlawful  interference  in  the  civil  war  in  Canada,- 
where  no  civil  or  military  organization  had  been  set  up.  The  true  time 
for  issuing  such  a  declaration,  if  it  is  best  to  issue  it  at  all,  is  when  a 
revolt  has  its  organized  Government  prepared  by  law  for  war  on  either 
element  or  on  both,  and  when  some  act,  involving  the  open  intention 
and  the  fact  of  war,  has  been  performed  by  one  or  both  of  the  parties. 
Here  are  two  facts,  the  one  political,  the  other  pertaining  to  the  acts  of 
a  political  body.  The  fact  of  war  is  either  a  declaration  of  war  or  somjc 
other  implying  it,  like  a  proclamation  of  blockade,  or,  it  may  be,  actual 
armed  contest. 

<^  Was  there,  then,  a  state  of  war  when  the  British  proclamation  of 
neutrality  was  given  to  the  world,  or  did  the  facts  of  the  case  justify 
the  British  Government  in  the  supposition  that  such  a  state  of  war  ex- 
isted f  Here  everything  depends  on  facts  and  on  opinions  derived  from 
facts.  We  find  opinions  expressed  by  eminent  men  among  ourselves 
in  the  first  half  ot  May,  1861,  that  war  had  already  begun,  which  some 
of  them  conceived  of  as  beginning  with  the  attack  on  Fort  Sumter.  We 
find  a  number  of  States  seceding  from  the  Union,  whose  territories  made 
a  continuous  whole,  which  formed  a  constitution,  and  chose  public  offi- 
cers, a  President  among  the  rest.  This  President  made  a  proclamation 
touching  letters  of  marque  and  reprisal,  and  told  his  congress  that  two 
vessels  had  been  purchased  for  naval  warfare.  We'find  next  two  proc- 
lamations of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  one  of  April  15,  call- 
ing for  a  large  force  of  the  militia  of  the  States,  and  another  of  April 
19,  after  the  proclamation  of  the  Oonfederate  President  inviting  letters 
of  marque  and  reprisal  had  become  known  at  Washington,  announcing 
an  intention  to  set  on  foot  a  blockade.  On  the  6th  of  May,  the  South- 
ern Congress  sanctioned  the  proclamation  concerning  letters  of  marque, 
recognized  a  state  of  war,  and  legislated  on  cruisers  and  capture.  We 
pass  over  many  acts  of  violence,  such  as  seizures  of  forts  and  other 
public  property  within  the  Confederate  States.  Intelligence  of  Presi- 
dent Lincoln's  blockade  reached  London  on  the  evening  of  May  2. 
Copies  of  it  were  there  received  between  the  5th  of  May  and  the  lit^. 
On  the  13th  the  Queen's  proclamation  of  neutrality  was  issued. 

''The  President's  proclamation  of  blockade  announced  a  measure 
which  might  have  important  international  consequences.  It  was,  iu 
fact,  a  declaration  of  a  state  of  war  on  the  sea.  '  He  deemed  it  advis- 
able,' he  says,  ^  to  set  on  foot  a  blockade,  in  pursuance  of  the  laws  of 
the  tlnited  States  and  of  the  laws  of  nations.'  And  vessels  exposing; 
themselves  to  penalty  for  violating  the  blockade  would  bo  *  captured 
and  sent  to  the  nearest  convenient  port,  for  such  proceeding  against 
them  and  their  car^^oes,  as  prize,  as  might  be  deemed  advisable.'  Sev- 
eral neutral  vessels  were  captured  between  April  19  and  July  13,  on 
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wliicb  last  day  CoDgress  sanctioned  the  proceedings  of  the  Government. 
The  validity  of  the  captares  came  before  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the 
question  when  the  war  began  became  a  very  important  one.  The  court 
decided  that  the  President  had  a  right,  ^'i^re  fr^^Zt,  to  institute  a  blockade 
of  ports  in  the  possession  of  the  rebellious  States,  and  that  blockade 
was  an  act  of  war. 

<^  It  would  seem,  then,  that  if  the  British  Government  erred  in  think- 
ing that  the  war  began  as  early  as  Mr.  Lincoln's  proclamation  in  ques- 
tion, they  erred  in  company  with  our  Supreme  Court.  (See  the  'Ala- 
bama question,'  New  Englander.for  July,  1869;  Black's  Eeports,  ii, 
635  Jf.;  Dana  on  Wheaton,  374,  375 :  Lawrence's  Wheaton  (2d  ed., 
snpplem.),  p.  13;  and  Pomeroy's  Introa.  to  Constit.  Law,  §§  447-453.)" 

Woolaey,  Int.  Law,  app.  iii,  note  19. 

"  The  occasion  for  the  accordance  of  belligerent  rights  arises  when  a 
civil  conflict  exists  within  a  foreign  state.  The  reason  which  requires 
and  can  alone  justify  this  step  by  the  Government  of  another  country 
is  that  its  own  rights  and  interests  are  so  far  affected  as  to  require  a 
definition  of  its  own  relations  to  the  parties.  Where  a  parent  Govern- 
ment is  seeking  to  subdue  an  insurrection  by  municipal  force,  and  the 
insurgents  claim  a  political  nationality  and  belligerent  rights  which  the 
parent  Government  does  not  concede,  a  recognition  by  a  foreign  state 
of  full  belligerent  rights,  if  not  justified  by  necessity,  is  a  gratuitous 
demonstration  of  moral  support  to  the  rebellion,  and  of  censure  upon 
the  parent  Government.  But  the  situation  of  a  foreign  state  with  refer- 
ence to  the  contests,  and  the  condition  of  affairs  between  the  contend- 
ing parties,  may  be  such  as  to  justify  this  act.  It  is  important,  there- 
fore, to  determine  what  state  of  affairs,  and  what  relations  of  the  foreign 
state,  justify  the  recognition. 

''  It  is  certain  that  the  state  of  things  between  the  parent  state  and 
insurgents  must  amount,  in  fact,  to  a  icar^  in  the  sense  of  international 
law — that  is,  powers  and  rights  of  war  must  be  in  actual  exercise; 
otherwise  the  recognition  is  falsified,  for  the  recognition  is  of  a  fact. 
The  tests  to  determine  the  question  are  various,  and  far  more  decisive 
where  there  is  maritime  war  and  commercial  relations  with  foreigners. 
Among  the  tests  are  the  existence  of  a  de facto  political  organization 
of  the  insurgents  sufficient  in  character,  population,  and  resources  to 
constitute  it,  if  left  to  itself,  a  state  among  the  nations,  reasonably  capa- 
ble of  discharging  the  duties  of  a  state ;  the  actual  employment  of  mil- 
itary forces  on  each  side,  acting  in  accordance  with  the  rules  and  cus- 
toms of  war,  such  as  the  use  of  flags  of  truce,  cartels,  exchange  of 
prisoners,  and  the  treatment  of  captured  insurgents  by  the  parent  state 
as  prisoners  of  war ;  and,  at  sea,  employment  by  the  insurgents  of  com- 
missioned cruisers,  and  the  exercise  by  the  parent  Government  of  the 
rights  of  blockade  of  insurgent  ports  against  neutral  commerce,  and  of 
stopping  and  searching  neutral  vessels  at  sea.  If  all  these  elements 
exist,  the  condition  of  things  is  undoubtedly  war ;  and  it  may  be  war 
before  they  are  all  ripened  into  activity. 

"As  to  the  relation  of  the  foreign  state  to  the  contest,  if  it  is  solely 
on  land,  and  the  foreign  state  is  not  contiguous,  it  is  dif&cult  to  imagine 
a  call  for  the  recognition.  If,  for  instance,  the  United  States  should 
formally  recognize  belligerent  rights  in  an  insurgent  community  at  the 
center  of  Europe,  with  no  sea-ports,  it  would  require  a  hardly  supposable 
necessity  to  make  it  else  than  a  mere  demonstration  of  moral  support. 
But  a  case  may  arise  where  a  foreign  state  must  decide  whether  to  hold 
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the  parent  state  responsible  for  acts  done  by  the  insurgents,  or  to  deal 
with  the  insurgents  as  a  (^  facio  Government.  (Mr,  Canning  to  Lord 
(iranville  on  the  Greek  war,  June  22, 182G.)  If  the  foreign  stati?  recog- 
nizes belligerency  in  the  insurgents,  it  relea.»*es  the  parent  state  from 
responsibility  for  whatever  may  be  done  by  the  insurgents,  or  not  done 
]>y  the  parent  state  where  the  insurgent  power  extends.  (Mr.  Adain«« 
to  Mr.  Seward,  June  11, 1861,  Dip.  Corr.,  105.)  In  a  contest  wholly  open 
land,  a  contiguous  state  may  be  obliged  to  make  the  decision  whether 
or  not  to  regard  it  as  a  war;  but,  in  practice,  this  has  not  been  done  by 
a  general  and  prospective  declaratioq,  bat  by  actual  treatment  of  c^s^ 
as  they  arise.  Where  the  insurgents  and  the  parent  state  are  maritime, 
and  the  foreign  nation  has  extensive  commercial  relations  and  trade  at 
the  ports  of  both,  and  the  foreign  nation  and  either  or  both  of  the  con- 
tending i)arties  have  considerable  naval  force,  and  the  domestic  contest 
must  extend  itself  over  the  sea,  then  the  relations  of  the  foreign  state 
to  this  contest  are  far  different. 

"  In  such  a  state  of  things  the  liability  to  f>olitical  complicationS| 
and  the  questions  of  right  and  duty  to  be  decided  at  once,  usually  away 
from  home,  by  private  citizens  or  naval  officers,  seem  to  require  aa 
authoritative  and  general  decision  as  to  the  status  of  the  three  parties 
involved.  If  the  contest  is  a  war,  all  foreign  citizens  and  officers, 
whether  executive  or  judicial,  are  to  follow  one  line  of  conduct;  if  it 
is  not  a  war,  they  are  to  follow  a  totally  different  line.  If  it  is  a  war 
the  commissioned  cruisers  of  both  sides  may  stop,  search,  and  capture 
the  foreign  merchant  vessel,  and  that  vessel  must  make  no  resistaDce 
and  must  submit  to  adjudication  by  a  prize  court;  if  it" is  not  a  war, 
the  cruisers  of  neither  party  can  stop  or  search  the  foreign  merehant 
vessel;  and  that  vessel  may  resist  all  attempts  in  that  direction,  and 
the  ships-of-war  of  tlie  foreign  state  may  attack  and  capture  any  cruiser 
persisting  in  the  attempt.  If  it  is  war,  foreign  nations  must  await  tbe 
adjudication  of  prize  triburials ;  if  it  is  not  war,  no  such  tribunal  can  be 
opened.  If  it  is  war,  the  pare*  t  state  may  institute  a  blockade /Krp 
geiiiium  of  the  insurgent  ports,  which  foreigners  must  respect;  but  if 
it  is  not  a  war,  foreign  nations  having  large  commercial  intercourse  with 
the  country  will  not  respect  a  closing  of  insurgent  i)orts  by  paper  de- 
crees only.  If  it  is  a  war,  the  insurgent  cruisers  are  to  be  treated  by 
foreign  citizens  and  officials,  at  sea  and  in  port,  as  lawful  belligerents; 
if  it  is  not  a  war,  those  cruisers  are  pirates,  and  may  be  treated  as  such. 
If  it  is  a  war,  the  rules  and  risks  respecting  carrying  contraband,  or 
dispatches,  or  military  persons,  come  into  play;  if  it  is  not  war,  they 
do  not.  Within  foreign  jurisdiction,  if  it  is  a  war,  acts  of  the  insur- 
gents in  the  way  of  preparation  and  equipments  for  hostility  may  be 
breaches  of  neutrality  laws;  while,  if  it  is  not  war,  they  do  not  come 
into  that  category,  but  under  the  category  of  piracy  or  of  crimes  by 
municipal  law. 

"  Now,  all  citizens  of  a  foreign  state,  and  all  its  executive  officers  and 
judicial  magistrates,  look  to  tlie  political  department  of  their  Govern- 
ment to  prescribe  the  rule  of  their  conduct  in  all  their  possible  relatious 
with  the  parties  to  the  contest.  This  rule  is  prescribed  in  the  best  and 
most  intelligible  manner  for  all  possible  contingencies  by  the  simple 
declaration  that  the  contest  is  or  is  not  to  be  treated  as  war.  If  the 
state  of  things  requires  the  decision,  it  must  be  made  by  the  political 
department  of  the  Government.  It  is  not  fit  that  cases  should  be  left 
to  be  decided  as  they  may  arise,  by  private  citizens,  or  naval  or  judicial 
officers,  at  home  or  abroad,  by  sea  or  land.    It  is,  therefore,  the  custom 

518 


CttAP.  m.]  BELLiaERENCY.  [§  69. 

of  nations  for  the  political  department  of  a  foreign  state  to  make  the 
decision.  It  owes  it  to  its  own  citizens,  to  the  contending  parties,  and 
to  the  peace  of  the  world,  to  make  that  decision  seasonably.  If  it  issaes 
a  formal  declaration  of  belligerent  rights  prematurely,  or  in  a  contest 
with  which  it  has  no  complexity,  it  is  a  gratuitoas  and  unfriendly  act. 
Kthe  parent  Oovemment  complains  of  it,' the  complaint  must  be  made 
upon  one  of  these  grounds.  To  decide  whether  the  recognition  was 
uncalled  for  and  premature  requires  something  more  than  a  considera- 
tion of  proximate  facts  and  the  overt  and  formal  acts  of  the  contending 
])arties.  The  foreign  state  is  bound  and  entitled  to  consider  the  pre- 
ceding history  of  the  parties;  the  magnitude  and  completeness  of  the 
political  and  military  organizations  and  preparations  on  each  side ;  the 
probable  extenjb  of  the  conflict  by  sea  and  land :  the  probable  extent 
and  rapidity  of  its  development ;  and,  above  all,  tne  probability  that  its 
own  merchant  vessels,  naval  ofi&cers,  and  consuls  may  be  precipitated 
into  sudden  and  difficult  complications  abroad.  The  best  that  can  be 
said  is,  that  the  foreign  state  may  protect  itself  by  a  seasonable  decis- 
ion— either  upon  a  test  case  that  arises  or  by  a  general  prospective 
decision — while,  on  the  other  hand,  if  it  makes  the  recognition  prema- 
turely, it  is  liable  to  the  suspicion  of  an  unfriendly  purpose  to  the  par- 
ent state.  The  recognition  of  belligerent  rights  is  not  solely  to  the 
advantage  of  the  insurgents.  They  gain  the  great  advantage  of  a  rec- 
ognized status,  and  the  opportunity  to  employ  commissioned  cruisers 
at  sea,  and  to  exert  all  the  powers  known  to  maritime  warfare,  with  the 
sanction  of  foreign  nations.  They  can  obtain  abroad  loans,  military 
and  naval  materials,  and  enlist  men,  as  against  everything  but  neu- 
trality laws;  their  flag  and  commissions  are  acknowledged,  their  reve- 
nue laws  are  respected,  and  they  acquire  a  quasi-political  recognition. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  parent  Government  is  relieved  from  responsi- 
bility for  acts  done  in  the  insurgent  territory ;  its  blockade  of  its  own 
I)orts  is  respected ;  and  It  acquires  a  right  to  exert,  against  neutral  com- 
merce, all  the  powers  of  a  party  to  a  maritime  war." 

Mr.  Pan  Ay  note  to  Dana's  Wbeaton,  $  23. 

This  passage  is  cited  by  Sir  A.  Cockbnrn  in  his  opinion  in  the  Geneva  Tri- 
bunal, with  the  following  prefix :  ''The  principles  by  which  a  nentral  state 
shonld  be  governed  as  to  the  circamstances  nnder  which,  or  the  period  at 
which,  to  acknowledge  the  belligerent  status  of  insurgents,  have  been  no- 
where more  fnlly  and  abl  v,  or  more  fairly,  stated  than  by  Mr.  Dana,  in  his 
edition  of  Wheaton,  in  a  note  to  section  23." 

'^  It  has  been  the  constant  practice  of  European  nations,  and  of  the 
TJnited  States,  to  Mook  upon  belligerency  a«  a  fact  rather  than  a  prin- 
ciple,' holding  with  Mr.  Canning,-' that  a  certain  degree  of  force  and 
consistency  acquired  by  a  mass  of  population  engaged  in  war  entitled 
that  population  to  be  treated  as  belligerent.'  Instances,  too,  are  numer- 
ous, from  the  time  when  the  North  American  colonies  threw  ofl*  the 
yoke  of  England,  down  to  the  period  when,  at  an  early  stage  of  hostili- 
ties between  the  United  States  and  the  Confederate  States,  it  was 
resolved  by  the  Governments  of  England  and  France  to  treat  the  South- 
ern Confederaoy  in  accordance  with  acknowledged  principles  as  a  bellig- 
erent." 

Abdy's  Kent  (1S78),  94,  citing  Hansard,  vol.  clxii,  p.  1566.  Annual  Beg.,  1861, 
p.  114. 
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"  It  is  easy  to  see  what  they  (the  United  States)  gained  (by  the 
aeknowledgment  of  Confederate  belligerency).  They  gained  the  liberty 
to  exercise  against  British  ships  on  the  high  seas  the  rights  of  visit  and 
search,  of  capturing  contraband,  and  of  blockade,  rights  which  c^pring 
solely  from  the  relation  of  belligerent  and  neutral,  and  which  the  neu- 
tral acknowledges  by  recognizing  the  existence  of  that  relation.  The 
advantages  reaped  in  maritime  war  from  the  exercise  of  such  rights 
fall  where  there  is  a  disparity  of  force,  into  the  hands  of  the  stronger 
belligerent ;  where  the  disparity  is  groat  he  has  a  monopoly  of  tiiem, 
for  he  is  able  to  shut  up  his  enemy  in  port  and  drive  him  firom  the  sea." 

Bernard's  Neutrality  of  Gr.  Brit.,  167. 

"  The  steadfast  determination  of  the  Government  neither  to  say  nor  do 
anything  which  could  reasonably  be  construed  into  an  interference,  was 
tested  in  November,  1862,  when  it  was  proposed  by  the  Emperor  of  the 
French  that  the  Courts  of  France,  Russia,  and  Oreat  Britain  should 
tender  their  good  offices  to  both  belligerents,  in  the  hope  of  preparing 
the  way  for  an  accommodation.  M.  Drouyn  de  PHuys,  in  addressing 
himself  to  the  British  Government,  dwelt  on  the  '  innumerable  calami- 
ties and  immense  bloodshed'  which  attended  the  war,  and  on  the  evils 
which  it  inflicted  upon  Europe.  The  two  contending  parties,  he  said,  had 
up  to  that  time  fought  with  balanced  success,  and  there  appeared  to  be 
no  probability  that  the  strife  would  soon  terminate.  He  proposed,  there- 
fore, that  the  three  courts  should  join  in  recommending  an  armistice  for 
six  months,  during  which  means  might  be  discovered  for  effecting  a  last- 
ing pacification.  The  British  Government  declined  to  take  partin  such  a 
recommendation,  being  satisfied  that  there  was  no  reasonable  prospectof 
its  being  entertained  by  that  of  the  United  States.  *  Depend  upon  it,  mj 
lords,'  said  Earl  Russell,  addressing  the  House  of  Peei-s  in  1863,  '  that 
if  this  war  is  to  cease,  it  is  far  better  that  it  should  cease  by  a  convic- 
tion both  on  the  part  of  the  North  and  on  that  of  the  South  that  thej 
can  never  live  together  again  happily  as  one  community  and  as  one 
Bepublic,  and  that  the  termination  of  hostilities  can  never  be  brought 
about  by  the  advice,  the  mediation,  or  the  interference  of  any  European 
power.^'' 

Ibid.,  467. 

Where  the  people  of  a  Bepublic  are  divided  into  two  hostile  parties, 
who  take  up  arms  and  oppose  one  another  by  military  force,  civil  war 
exists,  without  regard  to  the  cause  of  the  dispute.  A  revolutionary 
party,  like  a  foreign  belligerent  power,  is  supreme  over  the  country  it 
conquers  as  far  and  as  long  as  its  arms  can  carry  and  maintain  it 
Foreign  vessels  obtaining  and  using  licenses  and  clearances  &om  such  a 
])arty,  are  not  liable  to  punishment  by  the  other  party  afterwards  for  so 
doing. 

9  Op.,  140,  Black,  1858. 

As  to  recognition  of  United  Stat.e8  belligerency  by  France  and  Holland  daring 

the  American  Revolution,  see  Annual  Beg.,  1779,  249. 
As  to  Danish  recognition  of  the  belligerency  of  the  United  States  daring  the 

American  Revolation,  see  3  Sparks's  Dip.  Corr.,  121 ;   8  Sparks's  Life  of 

Franklin,  407. 
As  to  distinction  between  ''insnrgency  "  and  ''  belligerency,"  see  33  Alb.  Lav 

J.,  125,  Feb.  13,  1886. 
As  to  recognition  of  insurgency  as  a  preliminary  to  belligerency,  see  tn/ro,  i  351. 
That  Confederate  cruisers  were  not  pirates,  see  infraj  $  381. 
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VI.  RECOGNITION  OF  SOVEREIGNTY, 

§70. 

^'  I  am  perfectly  sensible  that  yoar  situation  must,  ere  this  reaches 
you,  have  been  delicate  and  difficult;  and  though  the  occasion  is 
probably  oyer,  and  your  part  taken  of  necessity,  so  that  instructions 
now  would  be  too  late,  yet  I  think  it  just  to  express  our  sentiments  on 
the  subject  as  a  sanction  of  what  you  have  probably  done.  Whenever 
the  scene  became  personally  dangerous  to  you,  it  was  proper  you  should 
leave  it,  as  well  from  personal,  as  public  motives.  But  what  degree  of 
danger  should  be  attended,  to  what  distance  or  place  you  should  retire, 
are  circumstances  which  must  rest  with  your  own  discretion,  it  being 
impossible  to  prescribe  them  from  hence.  With  what  kind  of  Govern- 
ment you  may  do  business  is  another  question.  It  accords  with  our 
principles  to  acknowledge  any  Oovernment  to  be  rightful  which  isformed 
by  the  will  of  the  nation,  substantially  declared.  The  late  Government 
was  of  this  kind,  and  was  accordingly  acknowledged  by  all  the  branches 
of  ours ;  so  any  alteration  of  it  which  shall  be  made  by  the  will  of 
the  nation,  substantially  declared,  will  doubtless  be  acknowledged  in 
like  manner.  With  such  a  Government  every  kind  of  business  may 
be  done.  But  there  are  some  matters  which  I  conceive  might  be  trans- 
acted with  a  Government  defoAsto^  which,  for  instance,  as  the  reforming 
the  unfriendly  restrictions  on  our  commerce  and  navigation,  such  as  you 
will  readily  distinguish  as  they  occar.  With  respect  to  this  particular 
reformation  of  their  regulations,  we  cannot  be  too  pressing  for  its  attain- 
ment, as  every  day's  continuance  gives  it  additional  firmness,  and  en- 
dangers its  taking  root  in  their  habits  and  constitution  ;  and,  indeed,  I 
think  they  should  be  told,  as  soon  as  they  are  in  a  condition  to  act,  that 
if  they  do  not  revoke  the  late  innovations,  we  must  lay  addition  and 
equivalent  burdens  on  French  ships  by  name.'' 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morris,  Nov.  7,  1792.    MSS.  Inst.,  Ministers. 

"  The  royal  family  left  Paris  on  the  19th  instant,  at  midnight,  and 
took  the  road  for  Lille.  Yesterday  morning  I  received  a  note  from  Count 
Jarcourt  stating  the  departure  of  the  King,  and  informing  me  that  he 
would  see  with  pleasure  the  diplomatic  corps,  without,  however,  con- 
straining those  who  prefer  to  return  to  their  respective  courts.  •  ♦  • 
The  Emperor  has  not  yet  appointed  his  minister  of  foreign  relations.  I 
think  it  is  probable  Caulaincourt  wiM  be  appointed.  1  shall  endeavor 
to  see  the  minister  shortly  after  his  appointment  for  business  purposes 
which  are  specified." 

ICr.  Crawford,  minister  at  Paris,  to  Mr.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  (nnoflicial),  Mar. 
21,  1815.    Monroe  Pap.,  Dept.  of  State. 

"There  is  a  stage  in  such  (revolutionary)  contests  when  the  party 
struggling  for  independence  has,  as  I  conceive,  a  right  to  demand  its 
acknowledgment  by  neutral  parties,  and  when  the  acknowledgment  may 
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be  granted  without  departure  from  the  obligations  of  neutrality.  It 
is  the  stage  when  the  independence  is  established  as  matter  of  fact, 
so  as  to  leave  the  chance  of  the  opposite  party  to  recover  their  domio- 
ion  utterly  desperate.  The  neutral  nation  must,  of  course,  judge  for 
itself  when  this  period  has  arrived;  and  as  the  belligerent  nation  has 
the  same  right  to  judge  for  itself,  it  is  very  likely  to  judge  differently 
from  the  neutral,  and  to  make  it  a  cause  or  pretext  for  war,  as  Great 
Britain  did  expressly  against  France  in  our  Revolution,  and  substantially 
against  IloUaud.  If  war  thus  results,  in  point  of  fact,  from  the  meas- 
ure of  recognizing  a  contested  independence,  the  moral  right  or  wrong 
of  the  war  depends  upon  the  justice  and  sincerity  and  prudence  with 
which  the  recognizing  nation  took  the  step.  I  am  satisfied  that  tbe 
cause  of  the  South  Americans,  so  far  as  it  consists  in  the  assertion  of 
independence  against  Spain,  is  just  But  the  justice  of  a  cause,  how- 
ever it  may  enlist  individual  feelings  in  its  favor,  is  not  sufficient  to 
justify  third  parties  in  siding  with  it.  The  fact  and  the  right  com 
bined  can  alone  authorize  a  neutral  to  acknowledge  a  new  and  disputed 
sovereignty.^ 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Monroe,  President,  Ang.  24,  1816.  MSS. 
Monroe  Pap.,  Dept.  of  State. 

President  Monroe's  message  of  Mar.  25, 1618,  giving  the  pajmrs  in  the  Depart- 
ment relative  to  South  American  independence  down  to  that  date,  is  con- 
tained in  Hbnse  Doc.  No.  293, 1st  sess.,  15th  Cong.,  4  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For. 
Rel.),  173  ff.  President  Monroe's  message  of  Jan.  29,  1819,  on  the  same 
subject,  with  the  accompanying  papers,  is  contained  in  House  Doc.  No. 
309,  2d  sess.,  15th  Cong.;  4  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Rel.),  412. 

As  to  the  effort  of  tbe  allied  European  powers  to  prevent  the  recognition  of  the 
independence  of  the  South  American  colonies  by  the  United  States,  see 
Mr.  Gallatin,  minister  at  Paris,  to  Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  Ang.  10, 1818. 
2  Gallatin's  Writings,  73. 

'<I  bad  upon  every  occasion  stated  that  the  general  opinion  of  tbe 
United  States  must  irresistibly  lead  to  such  a  recognition;  that  it  is  a 
question,  not  of  interest,  but  of  feeling,  and  that  this  arose  much  less 
from  the  wish  of  seeing  new  Republics  established  than  that  of  tbe 
emancipation  of  Spanish  America  from  Euroi>e.  •  •  •  \Ve  had  not, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  excited  the  insurrection.  It  had  been  tbe 
spontaneous  act  of  the  inhabitants,  and  the  natural  effect  of  causes 
which  neither  the  United  States  nor  Europe  could  have  controlled. 
We  had  lent  no  assistance  to  either  party;  we  had  preserved  a  strict 
neutrality.  But  no  European  Government  could  be  surprised  or  dis- 
pleased that  in  such  a  cause  our  wishes  should  be  in  favor  of  the  suc- 
cess of  the  colonies,  or  that  we  should  treat  as  independent  ]>owers 
those  amongst  them  which  had  in  fact  established  their  independence.'^ 

Mr.  Gallatin,  minister  at  Paris,  to  Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  Nov.  5, 1618. 
2  Gallatin's  Writings,  75. 

^*  But  while  this  state  of  things  continues,  an  entire  equality  of  treat- 
ment of  the  parties  is  not  possible.  There  are  circumstances  arising 
from  the  nature  of  the  contest  itself  which  produce  unavoidable  id- 
equalities.    Spain,  for  instance,  is  an  acknowledged  sovereign  x>owery 
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and,  as  such,  has  ministers  and  other  accredited  and  privileged  agents 
to  maintain  her  interest  and  support  her  rights  conformably  to  the 
usages  of  nations.  The  South  Americans,  not  being  acknowledged  as 
sovereign  and  independent  states,  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  such  offi- 
cers. We  consider  it,  however,  as  among  the  obligations  of  neutrality 
to  obviate  this  inequality,  as  far  as  may  be  practicable,  without  taking 
a  side,  as  if  the  question  of  the  war  was  decided.  We  listen,  therefore, 
to  the  representations  of  their  deputies  or  agents,  and  do  them  justice 
as  much  as  if  they  were  formally  accredited.  By  acknowledging  the 
existence  of  a  civil  war^  the  right  of  Spain,  as  understood  by  herself,  is 
no  doubt,  affected.  She  is  no  longer  recognized  as  the  sovereign  of  the 
provinces  in  revolution  against  her.  Thus  far  neutrality  itself  operates 
against  her,  and  not  against  the  other  party.  This  also  is  an  inequal- 
ity arising  from  the  nature  of  the  struggle,  unavoidable,  and  therefore 
not  incompatible  with  neutrality." 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Rush,  Jan.  1,  1819.    MSS.  Inst.,  Ministers. 

The  correspondence  of  the  United  States  with  Spain,  Buenos  Ayros,  Chili, 
Colombia,  and  Mexico,  relative  to  the  independence  of  the  Spanish- Ameri- 
can states,  is  given  in  the  Brit,  and  For.  St.  Pap.  for  1821~'22,  vol.  9,  p.  369. 

Papers  relative  to  the  political  condition  of  Spanish  Sonth  America  are  given 
in  President  Monroe's  messages  of  Mar.  8  and  Apr.  6,  18^,  House  Doc.  No. 
327,  17th  Cong.,  Ist  sess.    4  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Rol.),  318. 

"  In  every  question  relating  to  the  independence  of  a  nation  two 
principles  are  involved,  one  of  right  and  the  other  of  fact;  the  former 
exclusively  depending  upon  the  determination  of  the  nation  itself,  and 
the  latter  resulting  from  the  successful  execution  of  that  determination. 
This  right  has  been  cecently  exercised  as  well  by  the  Spanish  nation  in 
Europe  as  by  several  of  those  countries  in  the  American  hemisphere 
which  had  for  two  or  three  centuries  been  connected,  as  colonies,  with 
Spain.  In  the  conflicts  which  have  attended  these  revolutions  the 
United  States  have  carefully  abstained  from  taking  any  part,  respect- 
ing the  right  of  the  nations  concerned  in  them  to  maintainor  reorganize 
their  own  political  constitutions,  and  observing,  wherever  it  was  aeon 
test  by  arms,  a  most  impartial  neutrality ;  but  the  civil  war  in  which 
Spain  was  for  some  years  involved  with  the  inhabitants  of  her  colonies 
in  America  has,  in  substance,  ceased  to  exist.  Treaties  equivalent  to 
an  acknowledgment  of  independence  have  been  concluded  by  the  com- 
manders and  viceroys  of  Spain  herself  with  the  Eepublic  of  Colombia, 
with  Mexico,  and  with  Peru,  while  in  the  provinces  of  La  Plata  and  in 
Chili  no  Spanish  force  has  for  several  years  existed  to  dispute  the  in- 
dependence which  the  inhabitants  of  those  countries  had  declared. 

"  Under  these  circumstances,  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
far  from  consulting  the  dictates  of  a  policy  questionable  in  its  morality, 
yielded  to  an  obligation  of  duty  of  the  highest  order  by  recognizing  as 
independent  states  nations  which,  after  deliberately  asserting  their 
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right  to  that  character,  have  maintained  and  established  it  against  all 
the  resistance  which  had  been  or  could  be  brought  to  oppose  it.  This 
recognition  is  neither  intended  to  invalidate  any  right  of  Spain,  nor  to 
affect  the  employment  of  any  means  which  she  may  yet  be  disx>osed  or 
enabled  to  use  with  the  view  of  reuniting  those  provinces  to  the  rest  of 
her  dominions.  It  is  the  mere  acknowledgment  of  existing  facts  with 
the  view  to  the  regular  establishment  with  the  nations  newly  formed  of 
those  relations,  political  and  commercial,  which  it  is  the  moral  obliga- 
tion of  civilized  and  Christian  nations  to  entertain  reciprocally  with 
one  another .'' 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Andnaga,  Apr.  6,  IS^.    MSS.  For.  Leg.  Notes. 

That  the  recognition  by  the  United  States,  in  March,  1822,  of  the  IndependeDce 
of  the  Spanish-Americau  colonies  was  received  with  satisfaction  in  England, 
and  was  ''  not  generally  unfavorably  received,"  see  Mr.  Gallatin,  minister  mX 
Paris,  to  Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  Apr.  26, 1822.  2  Gallatin's  Writ- 
ings, 240. 

^^  Mr.  Anduaga,  I  observe,  casts  in  our  teeth  the  postponement  of  the 
recognition  of  Spanish  America  till  the  cession  of  Florida  was  secured, 
and  taking  that  stepimmediatel}* after.  This  insinuation  will  besoreadilj 
embraced  by  suspicious  minds,  and  particularly  by  the  wily  cabinets  of 
Europe,  that  I  cannot  but  think  that  it  will  be  well  to  take  away  that 
))retext  against  us  by  an  exposi  brought  before  the  public  in  some  due 
lorm  in  which  our  conduct  would  be  seen  in  its  true  light.  An  historical 
view  of  the  early  sentiments  in  favor  of  our  neighbors  expressed  here, 
the  successive  steps  openly  taken  manifesting  our  sympathy  with  their 
cause  and  our  anticipation  of  its  success,  more  especially  our  declaratioD 
of  neutrality  towards  the  contending  parties  as  engaged  in  a  civil,  not 
an  insurrectionary,  war,  would  show  to  the  world  that  we  never  con- 
cealed the  principles  that  governed  us,  nor  the  policy  which  terminated 
in  the  decisive  step  last  taken.'' 

Mr.  Madison  to  President  Monroe,  May  6,  1822.  (Unofficial)  Monroe  Pap.  MSS- 
Dept.  of  State.     3  Madison's  Writings,  267. 

When  a  sovereign  has  a  reasonable  hope  of  maintaining  his  authority 
over  insurgents,  the  acknowledgment  of  the  independence  of  such  in- 
surgents would  be  an  international  wrong.  It  is  otherwise  when  such 
sovereign  is  manifestly  disabled  from  maintaining  the  contest. 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Anderson,  May  27, 1823,  in  which  letter  is  gives 
a  history  of  the  action  of  the  United  States  to  the  revolted  colonies  in  Sonth 
America,  ending  in  their  recognition.    MSS.  Inst.,  Ministers. 

Mr.  Salazar,  the  Minister  from  Colombia,  stated  lately,  by  order  of 
his  Government,  that  a  French  agent  was  expected  at  Bogota,  having 
already  arrived  at  the  port,  with  power  to  treat  with  his  Government 
respecting  its  independence.  He  observed  that  his  Government  had 
been  advised,  from  an  authentic  source,  that  the  Government  of  France 
would  acknowledge  its  independence  on  one  condition,  the  establishment; 
of  monarchy,  and  leave  the  person  to  be  placed  in  that  station^  to  the 
people  of  Colombia;  that  Bolivar  would  not  be  objected  to  if  pi^erred 

524 


CHAP.  III.]  RECOGNITION   OP   SOVEREIGNTY.  [§  70. 

by  them.  He  asked,  should  the  proposition  be  rejected  and  France  be- 
come hostile  in  consequence,  what  part  the  United  States  would  take 
in  that  event.  What  aid  might  they  expect  from  usf  The  subject  will 
of  course  be  weighed  thoroughly  in  giving  the  answer.  The  Execu- 
tive has  no  right  to  compromit  the  nation  in  any  qaestiou  of  war,  nor 
ought  we  to  presume  that  the  people  of  Colombia  will  hesitate  as  to 
the  answer  to  be  given  to  any  proposition  which  touches  so  vitally  their 
liberties. 

President  Monroe  to  Mr.  Madison,  Ang.  2,  1824.    Madison  MSS.  Dept.  of  State. 

<^  In  considering  that  war  (between  Spain  and  her  colonies),  as  in 
considering  all  others,  we  should  look  back  upon  the  past,  deliberately 
survey  its  present  condition,  and  endeavor,  if  possible,  to  catch  a  view 
of  what  is  to  come.  With  respect  to  the  first  branch  of  the  subject,  it 
is,  perhaps,  of  the  least  practical  importance.  No  statesman  can  have 
contemplated  the  colonial  relations  of  Europe  and  continental  America 
without  foreseeing  that  the  time  must  come  when  they  would  cease. 
That  time  might  have  been  retarded  or  accelerated,  but  come  it  must 
in  the  great  march  of  human  events.  An  attempt  of  the  British  Par- 
liament to  tax  without  their  consent  the  former  British  colonies,  now 
these  United  States,  produced  the  war  of  our  Bevolution,  and  led  to 
the  establishment  of  that  independence  and  freedom  which  we  now  so 
justly  prize.  Moderation  and  forbearance  on  the  part  of  Great  Britain 
might  have  postponed,  but  could  not  have  prevented,  our  ultimate  sep- 
aration. The  attempt  of  Bonaparte  to  subvert  the  ancient  dynasty  of 
Spain,  and  to  place  on  its  throne  a  member  of  his  own  family,  no  doubt 
hastened  the  independence  of  the  Spanish  colonies.  If  he  had  not  been 
urged  by  his  ambition  to  the  conquest  of  the  peninsula,  those  colonies, 
for  a  long  time  to  come,  might  have  continued  quietly  to  submit  to  the 
parental  sway.  But  they  must  have  inevitably  thrown  it  oflF,  sooner  or 
later.  We  may  imagine  that  a  vast  continent,  uninhabited  or  thinly 
peopled  by  a  savage  and  untutored  race,  may  be  governed  by  a  remote 
country,  blessed  with  the  lights  and  possessed  of  the  power  of  civiliza- 
tion, but  it  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  this  same  continent,  in  extent 
twenty  times  greater  than  that  of  the  parent  country,  and  doubling  it 
in  a  population  equally  civilized,  should  not  be  able,  when  it  chooses  to 
make  the  effort,  to  cast  off  the  distant  authority.  When  the  epoch  of 
separation  between  a  parent  state  and  its  colony,  from  whatever  cause, 
arrives,  the  struggle  for  self-government  on  the  one  hand,  and  for  the 
preservation  of  power  on  the  other,  produces  mutual  exasperation  and 
leads  to  a  most  embittered  and  ferocious  war.  It  is  then  that  it  becomes 
the  duty  of  third  powers  to  interpose  their  humane  offices,  and  calm  the 
passions  and  enlighten  the  counsels  of  the  parties.  And  the  necessity 
of  their  efforts  is  greatest  with  the  parent  country,  whose  pride  and 
whose  wealth  and  power,  swelled  by  the  colonial  contributions,  create 
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the  most  repugnance  to  an  acquiescence  in  a  severance  which  has  been 
ordained  by  Providence." 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Middleton,  May  10,  1825.    MS8.  Inst.,  Ministen. 

Brit,  and  For.  St.  Pap.  (1825-*26),  vol.  13,  p.  403. 
The  correspondence  in  18^26  with  Spain,  in  respect  to  the  independence  of  Spwi- 

ish  America  will  be  foand  in  the  Brit,  and  For.  St.  Pap.  for  185i8-'29,  vol.  16, 

856.    See  also  2  Phill.  Int.  Law  (3d  ed.),  545 ;  5  J.  Q.  Adams's  Mem.,  486, 

489,  491. 

The  following  is  from  Mr.  J.  C.  Bancroft  Davis's  notes  to  the  Treaties 
of  the  United  States : 

"At  the  opening  of  the  first  session  of  the  Twelfth  Congress  the 
House  referred  to  a  select  committee  the  part  of  the  Presidents  mee- 
sage  relating  to  the  Spanish -American  colonies.  (1  Annals,  Ist  sess. 
12th  Cong.,  335.)  The  committee  on  the  10th  of  December  reported  a 
joint  resolution  that  ^  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  will 
unite  with  the  Executive  in  establishing  with  them  as  foreign  and  in- 
dependent states  such  amicable  relations  and  commercial  intercourse 
as  may  require  their  legislative  authority.'  (Ibid.^  428,  and  3  F.  R.,  F., 
538.)  A  letter  from  Monroe,  then  Secretary  of  State,  transmitting  a  copy 
of  the  declaration  of  independence  of  Venezuela,  and  saying  that  he  had 
no  information  that  any  other  of  the  Spanish  provinces  had  entered 
into  similar  declarations,  accompanied  the  resolution  as  reported  by  the 
committee.    (Ilnd,^  539.)    The  resolution  was  allowed  to  drop. 

"  On  the  5th  of  December,  1817,  the  House  requested  th^  President 
to  lay  before  it '  such  information  as  he  may  possess  and  think  proper 
to  communicate  relative  to  the  independence  and  political  condition  of 
the  provinces  of  Spanish-America.  (1  Annals,  1st  sess.  15tli  Cong., 
406-8.)  This  appears  to  have  been  called  out  by  the  message  of  Presi- 
dent Monroe  on  the  2d  of  December,  in  which  he  stated  that  persons 
claiming  to  act  under  the  authority  of  some  of  the  colonies  had  taken 
possession  of  Amelia  Island,  otf  the  coast  of  Florida,  and  had  made  of 
the  island  a  channel  for  the  illicit  introduction  ot  slaves  from  Africa  into 
the  United  States,  an  asylum  lor  fugitive  slaves  from  the  neighboring 
states,  and  a  port  for  smuggling  of  every  kind.     (Ibid,^  14.) 

"Before  the  President  replied  to  the  resolution,  the  forces  of  the 
United  States  had  occupied  Amelia  Island.  Upon  this  '  Vincente  Pazos, 
representing  himself  as  the  deputed  agent  of  the  authorities  acting  in 
the  name  of  the  Eepublics  of  Venezuela,  New  Granada,  and  Mexico,' 
presented  to  the  House  of  Representatives,  through  the  Speaker,  on  the 
11th  of  March,  1818,  a  memorial  complaining  of  that  occupation.  (An- 
nals, 1st  sess.  15th  Cong.,  1251.)  An  animated  discussion  immediately 
ensued.  Forsyth  said:  'The  question  then  for  the  House  to  consider 
was  whether,  when  the  Constitution  lias,  placed  the  conduct  of  our  for- 
eign relations  with  the  Executive,  a  foreign  agent  shall  be  permitted  to 
appeal  from  the  Executive  to  this  House.'  (Ibid.,  1262.)  The  House hy 
a  vote  of  127  to  28  refused  to  receive  the  memorial.  (Ibid.^  1268.)  (As 
to  Amelia  Island,  see  supra  §  50a.) 

"  The  report  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  reply  to  the  resolution  of 
the  5th  of  December,  was  transmitted  to  the  House  on  the  25th  of 
March,  1818.  In  the  interval  that  had  elapsed  a  wide  discussion  on 
Spanish-American  affairs  had  taken  place  in  the  debates  upon  neutrality 
laws  and  other  germane  subjects.  (4  F.  R.,  F.,  173.)  From  this  report 
it  appeared  that  the  United  Provinces  of  I^a  Plfi|*ta  had  applied  to  he 
recognized  as  independent  states, 
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^^  Extraordinary  pains  were  taken  to  secure  accurate  information  re- 
Kj)ecting  the  widely-extended  conflict  going  on  between  S[Viin  and  her 
colonies.  A  commission,  consisting  of  GsBsar  A.  Eodney,  John  Graham, 
and  Theodoric  Bland,  was  sent  to  Buenos  Ayres  and  Montevideo,  with 
instructions  to  make  full  reports.  They  did  so,  and  the  political,  social, 
commercial,  and  industrial  information  which  was  furnished  respecting 
these  countries  remains  in  the  public  documents  of  the  United  States  to 
attest  the  writer's  fidelity,  intelligence,  and  power  of  giving  literary 
attraction  to  of&cial  reports.  (4  F.  E.,  F.,  217-323.)  A  special  report 
on  the  subject  was  also  obtained  from  Poinsett.  (Ibid.^  323.)  The 
whole  was  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  President.  The  general  re- 
sult of  these  reports  may  be  summed  up  thus :  To  the  east  of  the  Andes 
and  south  of  Brazil  the  Government  of  the  United  Provinces  of  the 
Bio  Plata  ^or  of  South  America)  claimed  a  federal  jurisdiction  over  the 
whole  territory,  which  was  denied  and  successfully  resisted  by  Para- 
guay and  by  the  Banda  Oriental,  and  a  state  of  war  existed  between 
the  United  Provinces  and  the  latter  state.  To  the  west  of  the  Andes, 
Chili  was  in  the  possession  of  a  dictator,  with  no  representative  gov- 
ernment.   (As  to  this  mission,  see  supra  §  47.) 

''  In  the  first  session  of  the  Fifteenth  Congress  two  unsuccessful  efforts 
were  made  in  the  House  to  secure  an  appropriation  for  a  minister  to  the 
United  Provinces.  The  last  vote,  taken  on  the  30th  of  March,  1818,  was 
45  yeas  to  115  nays.    (2  Annals,  1st  sess.  15th  Cong.,  1655.) 

^^In  the  next  session  of  Congress  the  House  inquired  of  the  President 
^  whether  any  application  had  been  made  by  any  of  the  independent 
governments  in  South  America  to  have  a  minister  or  consul-general 
accredited  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States.'  (1  Annals,  2d 
sess.  15th  Cong.,  544.)  The  President  replied  that  Don  Limo  de  Cle- 
mente  had  applied  to  be  received  as  the  representative  of  the  Republic 
of  Venezuela,  and  that  David  C.  De  Forest,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  had  applied  to  be  accredited  as  consul-general  of  the  United 
Provinces  of  South  America,  and  he  inclosed  the  correspondence.  (4 
F.  R.,  F.,  412,  418.  See  also  2  Annals,  2d  sess.  15th  Cong.,  911.  For  the 
diplomatic  correspondence  with  Spain  respecting  this  and  other  ques- 
tions through  this  series  of  years,  see  4  F.  E.,  F.,  422-626.) 

^'In  his  message  to  Congress  at  the  opening  of  the  first  session  of  the 
next  (the  Sixteenth)  Congress,  President  Monroe  said:  'In  the  civil  war 
existing  between  Spain  and  the  Spanish  provinces  in  this  hemisphere 
the  greatest  care  has  been  taken  to  enforce  the  laws  intended  to  pre- 
serve an  impartial  neutrality.  •  •  •  The  progress  of  the  war,  how- 
ever, has  operated  •  •  •  in  favoir  of  the  colonies.  Buenos  Ayres 
still  maintains  unshaken  the  independence  which  it  declared  in  1816, 
and  has  enjoyed  sinc^  1810.  Like  success  has  also  lately  attended  Chili, 
and  the  provinces  north  of  the  La  Plata  bordering  on  it,  and  likewise 
Venezuela.  •  ♦  ♦  Should  it  become  manifest  to  the  world  that  the 
efforts  of  Spain  to  subdue  these  provinces  will  be  fruitless,  it  may  be 
presumed  that  the  Spanish  Government  itself  will  give  up  the  contest. 
In  producing  such  a  determination,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  opin- 
ion of  friendly  powers,  who  have  taken  no  part  in  this  controversy,  will 
have  their  merited  influence.'    (4  F.  R.,  F.,  628.) 

''Mr.  Clay  moved,  on  the  4  th  of  April,  in  this  session,  that  it  was  expe- 
dient to  provide  by  'law  a  suitable  outfit  and  salary  for  such  minister 
or  ministers  as  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  may  send  to  any  of  the  Governments  of  South  America 
which  have  established  and  are  jnaintaijiing  their  independence  against 
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Spain.'  (2  Annals,  let  sess.,  16th  Cong.,  1781.)  The  motion  was  carried 
on  the  10th,of  May,  after  debate,  by  a  majority  of  five  (tfrid.,  2229),  but 
nothing  further  was  done.    {IMd.j  note  2230.) 

^<  In  the  second  session  of  the  Sixteenth  Congress  Mr.  Clay  resumed 
his  efforts  to  secure  a  political  recognition  of  the  revolted  states.  He 
moved  an  appropriation  for  a  mission  (Annals,  2d  sess.  16tb  Gong., 
1071),  but  it  was  defeated.  (JWd,  1077.)  He  then  moved  that  the 
House  '  participates  with  the  people  of  the  United  States  in  the  deep 
interest  which  they  feel  for  the  success  of  the  Spanish  provinces  of 
South  America,  which  are  struggling  to  establish  their  liberty  and  in* 
dependence,  and  that  it  will  give  its  constitutional  6upx>ort  to  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  whenever  he  may  deem  it  expedient  to  rec- 
ogonize  the  sovereignty  and  independency  of  any  of  the  said  provinces.' 
{Ibid.j  1081.)    After  a  debate  a  motion  was  carried.    {Ibid.,  1091-1092.) 

"At  the  opening  of  the  next  session  of  Congress  the  President  said 
in  his  message:  ^It  is  understood  that  the  colonies  in  South  America 
have  had  great  success  during  the  present  year  in  the  struggle  for  their 
independence.  *  *  *  It  has  long  been  manifest  that  it  would  be 
impossible  for  Spain  to  reduce  these  colonies  by  force,  and  equally  so 
that  no  conditions  short  of  their  independence  would  be  satisfactory  to 
them.  It  may,  therefore,  be  presumed,  and  it  is  earnestly  hoped,  that 
the  Government  of  Spain,  guided  by  enlightened  and  liberal  counsels, 
will  find  it  to  comport  with  its  interests,  and  due  to  its  magnanimity, 
to  terminate  this  exhausting  controversy  on  that  basis.  To  promote 
this  result,  by  friendly  counsel  with  the  Government  of  Spain,  will  be 
the  object  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States.'    (4  F.  B.,  F.,  739.) 

''  On  the  30th  of  January,  1822,  the  House  requested  the  President  to 
lay  before  it  communications  from  the  agents  of  the  United  States  in 
the  revolted  states,  or  from  the  agents  of  those  states  in  the  United 
States  which  might  tend  to  show  the  political  condition  of  those  Gov- 
ernments, and  the  state  of  war  between  them  and  Spain.  (1  AnnaK 
Ist  sess.  17th  Cong.,  826-828.)  The  President  complied  with  the  request 
in  a  message  on  the  8th  of  March,  1822  (ibid.j  1238),  which  message  was 
also  communicated  to  the  Senate  on  tlie  same  day.  {IMd,^  284.  See 
also  4  F.  R.,  F.,  818.) 

^^  In  this  message  the  President  says :  'This  contest  has  now  reached 
such  a  stage,  and  been  attended  with  such  decisive  success  on  the  part 
of  the  provinces,  that  it  merits  the  most  profound  consideration  whether 
their  right  to  the  rank  of  independent  nations,  with  all  the  advantages 
incident  to  it  in  their  intercourse  with  the  United  States,  is  not  complete. 
Buenos  Ayres  assumed  that  rank  by  a  formal  declaration  in  1816,  and 
has  enjoyed  it  since  1810.  •  •  *  The  provinces  composing  the  Re- 
public of  Colombia,  after  having  separately  declared  their  independ- 
ence, were  united  by  a  fundamental  law  of  the  17th  of  December,  1819. 
•  •  •  Chili  declared  independence  in  1818,  and  has  since  enjoyed 
it  undisturbed,  and  of  late,  by  the  assistance  of  Chili  and  Buenos  Ayres, 
the  revolution  has  extended  to  Peru.  Of  the  movement  in  Mexico,  our 
information  is  less  authentic,  but  it  is,  nevertheless,  distinctly  under- 
stood that  the  new  Government  has  declared  its  independence,  and  that 
there  is  now  no  opposition  to  it  there,  nor  a  force  to  make  it.  •  •  • 
Thus  it  is  manifest  that  all  those  provinces  are  not  only  in  the  fall  m- 
joyment  of  their  independence,  but,  coiisideiing  the  state  of  the  war 
and  other  circumstances,  that  there  is  not  the  most  remote  prospect  of 
their  being  deprived  of  it.  •  •  •  Of  the  views  of  the  Spanish  Gov- 
ernment on  this  subject,  no  particular  information  has  b^u  reoently 
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received.  •  •  •  Kor  has  any  authentic  information  been  recently 
received  of  the  disposition  of  other  powers  respecting  it.  A  sincere  de- 
sire has  been  cherished  to  act  in  concert  with  them  in  the  proposed 
recognition.  •  ♦  •  In  proposing  this  measure,  it  is  not  contem- 
plate to  diange  thereby,  in  the  slightest  manner,  our  friendly  rela- 
tions with  either  of  the  parties,  but  to  observe  in  all  respects,  as  here- 
tofore, should  the  war  be  continued,  the  most  perfect  neutrality  be- 
tween them.    (4  F.  E.,  F.,  819.) 

^'Ou  the  4th  of  May,  1822,  Congress  passed  ^An  act  making  an  appro- 
priation to  defray  fhe  expenses  of  missions  to  the  independent  nations 
on  the  American  continent.'  One  hundred  thousand  dollars  was  the 
sum  appropriated.    (3  St.  at  L.^  678.) 

'^  In  the  message  at  the  opening  of  the  following  session  of  Congress 
(December,  1823),  President  Monroe  said :  <  With  the  existing  colonies 
or  dependencies  of  any  European  power  we  have  not  interfered  and 
shall  not  interfere,  but  with  the  Oovemments  who  have  declared  their 
independence  and  maintained  it,  and  whose  independence  we  have  on 
great  consideration  and  on  just  principles  acknowledged,  we  could  not 
view  any  interposition  for  the  purpose  of  oppressing  them,  or  controll- 
ing, in  any  other  manner,  their  destiny,  by  any  European  power,  in  any 
other  light  than  as  the  manifestation  of  an  unfriendly  disposition  to- 
wards the  United  States.'    (1  Annals,  1st  sess.  18th  Gong.,  22,  23.) 

<«  The  general  treaty  of  peace,  amity,  and  commerce,  concluded  on  the 
3d  day  of  October,  1824,  between  the  United  States  and  the  Bepublic 
of  Colombia  (which  then  consisted  of  what  was  afterwards  known  as 
New  Oranada,  of  Venezuela,  and  of  Ecuador)  was  the  first  of  a  long 
series  of  treaties  with  the  new  powers.    (5  F.  B#,  F.,  696-729.) 

^^  In  the  same  year  a  convention  for  the  suppression  of  the  African 
slave-trade  was  negotiated  with  the  Bepublic  of  Colombia,  but  was 
rejected  by  the  Senate,    {lind.,  729-736.)^ 

'^As  a  representative  in  Congress  in  1818, 1820,  and  1822,  he  (Mr. 
Clay)  had,  indeed,  taken  the  lead  in  urging  on  our  Government  the 
immediate  recognition  of  the  new  South  American  states,  then  strug- 
gling bravely  to  establish  and  maintain  their  independence,  and  in 
assuring  them  of  the  warm  sympathy  of  our  own  Eepublic,  he  was 
earlier  than  George  Canning  himself  in  <  calling  them  into  being.'  Bich- 
ard  Bush,  in  writing  to  him  from  London,  in  1825,  where  he  was  then 
our  minister,  justly  criticises  the  arrogant  self-laudation  of  Mr.  Can- 
ning on  this  subject,  which  Earl  Grey  had  only  ridiculed  as  a  ^frivolous 
and  empty  boast,'  and  says :  '  If  Earl  Grey  had  been  better  informed 
he  would  have  said  that  it  was  you  who  did  most  to  call  them  into 
being.  *  *  *  The  South  Americans  owe  to  you  more  than  to  any 
man  in  either  hemisphere  their  independence,  you  having  led  the  way 
to  our  acknowledgment  of  it.'  •  ♦  ♦  Mr.  Clay  was  then  ready  and 
resolved,  on  assuming  the  portfolio  of  Secretary  of  State,  to  enter  into 
treaties  with  these  new  republics  at  the  earliest  moment,  and  Mr.  Adams 
Tras  no  less  resolved  and  ready  for  such  a  step." 

Mr.  Winthrop's  address  on  Mr.  Clay,  4  Winthrop's  Addresses,  d:o.,  47. 

'<  Whilst  the  President,  however,  is  thus  anxious  to  prevent  all  offi- 
cious intermeddling  in  the  internal  political  affairs  of  other  countries  by 
our  diplomatic  functionaries,  he  does  not  regard  it  as  inconsistent  with 
the  observance  of  that  salutary  rule  that  you  should,  on  proper  appUca^ 
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tion,  and  npon  suitable  occasions,  cmnmnnicate  fireely  and  frankly  the 
nature  and  operation  of  oar  political  institutions,  and  so  far  as  oorre<^ 
principles  of  public  policy  can  be  aided  by  such  means  it  is  his  wiBh 
that  they  should  be  employed.  Your  business  is  solely  with  the  aetoal 
government  of  the  country  where  you  are  to  reside,  and  yoa  should 
sedulously  endeavor,  by  a  frank  and  courteous  deportment,  to  conciliate 
its  esteem  and  secure  its  confidence.  So  feir  as  we  are  coDcemed,  that 
which  is  the  Oovemment  de  facto  is  equally  so  de  jure.  Should  anj 
change  in  the  Government  of  Colombia  take  place,  rendering  your  cre- 
dentials inapplicable,  you  will  be  at  no  loss  for  the  proper  explanation; 
and  should  the  new  Oovemment  refuse  to  receive  you  withoat  others, 
in  another  form,  you  will,  of  <x)urse,  transmit  the  earliest  notice  of  the 
circumstance  to  this  Departmejut  that  what  is  wanting  may  be  supplied. 
In  the  mean  time  it  may  be  expected  that  informal  communications  will 
enable  you  to  pnrsue  with  due  effect  the  objects  claiming  your  atteo- 
tion.'^ 

Mr.  Yan  Baren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Moore,  June  9, 1829.    MSS.  Inst.,  Am.  St 
Ab  to  the  leoognition,  in  1828,  by  the  Government  at  Washington,  of  the  ebazf^ 

d'affikires  sent  by  Don  Mignel,  as  Eing  of  Portugal,  see  instractionB  of  Mr. 

Van  Bnren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tador,  Sept.  4, 1829.    MSS.  Inst.,  Am.  St 

<^  It  has  been  the  principle  and  the  invariable  practice  of  the  United 
States  to  recognize  that  as  tlie  legal  €k>vemment  of  another  natioii 
which  by  its  establishment  in  the  actual  exercise  of  political  power 
might  be  supposed  to  have  received  the  express  or  implied  assent  of 
people.'' 

Mr.  Livingston,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Sir  Charles  Vanghan,  Apr.  30, 1833.    MSS. 
For.  Leg.  Notes. 

In  a  report  made  June  18, 1836,  by  Mr.  Clay,  from  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Belations,  in  respect  to  the  recognition  of  the  inde- 
pendence of  Texas  (Senate  Doc.  406,  24th  Gong.,  1st  sess.),  are  the  fol- 
lowing passages : 

'<  The  right  of  one  independent  power  to  recognize  the  fact  of  the 
existence  of  a  new  power  about  to  assume  a  position  among  the  nations 
of  the  earth  is  incontestable.  It  is  founded  upon  another  right,  that 
which  api>ertains  to  every  sovereignty,  to  take  care  of  its  own  interests 
by  establishing  and  cultivating  such  commercial  or  other  relations  widi 
the  new  power  as  may  be  deemed  expedient.  Its  exercise  gives  no  just 
ground  of  umbrage  or  cause  of  war.  The  policy  which  has  hitiieil0 
guided  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  respect  to  new  powers, 
has  been  to  act  on  the  fact  of  their  existence,  without  regard  to  their 
origin,  whether  that  has  been  by  the  subversion  of  a  pre-existang  Gov- 
ernment, or  by  the  violent  or  voluntary  separation  of  one  from  another 
part  of  a  common  nation.  In  cases  where  an  old  and  established  nation 
has  thought  proper  to  change  the  form  of  its  Government,  the  United 
States,  conforming  to  the  rule  whiph  has  ever  governed  their  conduct, 
of  strictly  abstaining  from  all  interference  with  the  domestic  concerns 
of  other  states,  have  not  stopped  to  inquire  whether  the  new  Government 
has  been  rightfully  adopted  or  not.  It  has  been  sufficient  for  them  that 
it  is,  in  fact,  the  Government  of  the  country,  in  practical  operatkuu 
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There  is,  however,  a  marked  difference  in  the  instances  of  an  old  nation 
which  has  altered  the  form  of  its  Government,  and  a  newly  organized 
power  which  has  just  sprang  into  existence.  In  the  former  case  (sach, 
for  example,  as  was  that  of  France)  the  nation  had  existed  for  ages  aa 

*  a  separate  and  independent  community.  It  is  a  matter  of  history,  and 
the  recognition  of  its  new  Governments  was  not  necessary  to  denote  the 
existence  of  the  nation ;  bat,  with  respect  to  new  powers,  the  recogni^ 
tion  of  their  Governments  comprehends,  first,  an  acknowledgment  of 
their  ability  to  exist  as  independent  states,  and  secondly,  the  capacity 
of  their  particular  Governments  to  perform  the  duties  and  fulfill  the 
obligations  towards  foi-eign  powers  incident  to  their  new  condition. 
Hence,  more  caation  and  deliberation  are  necessary  in  considering  and 
determining  the  question  of  the  acknowledgment  of  a  new  power  than 

.  that  of  the  new  Government  of  an  old  power. 

<^  ^e  Government  of  the  United  States  has  taken  no  part  in  the 
contest  which  has  unhappily  existed  between  Texas  and  Mexico.  It 
has  avowed  its  intention,  and  taken  measures  to  maintain  a  strict  neu- 
trality towards  the  belligerents.  If  individaal  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  impelled  by  sympathy  for  those  who  were  believed  to  be  strug- 
gling for  liberty  and  independence  against  oppression  and  tyranny, 
have  engaged  in  the  contest,  it  has  been  without  the  authority  of  their 
Government.  On  the  contrary,  the  laws  which  have  been  hitherto  found 
necessary  or  expedient  to  prevent  citizens  of  the  United  States  fh)m 
taking  part  in  foreign  wars  have  been  directed  to  be  enforced.  •  •  • 
*^  The  recognition  of  Texas  as  an  independent  power  may  be  made  by 
the  United  States  in  various  ways :  First,  by  treaty ;  second,  by  the 
passage  of  a  law  regulating  commercial  intercourse  between  the  two 
powers;  third,  by  sending  a  diplomatic  agent  to  Texas  with  the  usual 
credentials;  or,  lastly,  by  the  Executive  receiving  and  accrediting  a 
diplomatic  representative  from  Texas,  which  would  be  a  recognition  as 
far  as  the  Executive  only  is  competent  to  make  it.  In  the  first  and 
third  modes  the  concurrence  of  tiie  Senate  in  its  executive  character 
would  be  necessary,  and  in  the  second  in  its  legislative  character. 

^<  The  Senate  alone,  without  the  co-operation  of  some  other  branch  ot 
the  Government,  is  not  competent  to  recognize  the  existence  of  any 
power. 

<<  The  President  of  the  United  States,  by  the  Constitution,  has  the 
charge  of  their  foreign  intercourse.  Eegularly  he  ought  to  take  the 
initiative  in  the  acknowledgment  of  the  independence  of  any  new 
power,  but  in  this  case  he  has  not  yet  done  it,  for  reasons  which  he, 
without  doubt,  deems  sufficient.  If  in  any  instance  the  President 
should  be  tardy,  he  may  be  quickened  in  the  exercise  of  his  power  by 
the  expression  of  the  opinion,  or  by  other  acts,  of  one  or  both  branches 
of  Congress,  as  was  done  in  relation  to  tiie  Bepublics  formed  out  of 
Spanish  America.  But  the  committee  do  not  think  that  on  this  occa- 
sion any  tardiness  is  justly  imputable  to  the  Executive.  About  three 
months  only  have  elapsed  since  the  establishment  of  an  independent 
Government  in  Texas,  and  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  wait  a  short  time  to 

0  see  what  its  operation  will  be,  and  especially  whether  it  will  afford 
those  guarantees  which  foreign  powers  have  a  right  to  expect  before 
they  institute  relations  with  it. 

^'  Taking  this  view  of  the  whole  matter,  the  committee  conclude  by 
recommending  to  the  Senate  the  adoption  of  the  following  resolution: 
'^  <  Besolvedj  That  the  independence  of  Texas  ought  to  be  acknowl- 
edged by  the  United  States  whenever  satisfactory  information  shall  be 
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received  that  it  has  in  saccessful  operation  a  civil  Government,  capaUe 
of  performing  the  daties  and  fulfilling  the  obligations  of  an  independ- 
ent i)ower.'" 

^<  'So  steps  have  been  taken  by  the  Executive  towards  the  acknovU 
edgment  of  the  independence  of  Texas,  and  the  whole  subject  would 
have  been  left  without  further  remark  on  the  information  now  given  to 
Oongress,  were  it  not  that  the  two  houses  at  their  last  session^  acting 
separately,  passed  resolutions  '  that  the  independence  of  Texaa  ought 
to  be  acknowledged  by  the  United  States  whenever  satisfactory  infor- 
mation should  be  received  that  it  had  in  successful  operation  a  cM 
Government  capable  of  performing  the  duties  and  fulfilling  the  obliga- 
tions of  an  independent  power.'  This  mark  of  interest  in  the  question 
of  the  independence  of  Texas,  and  indication  of  the  views  of  Congress, 
make  it  proper  that  I  should  somewhat  in  detail  present  the  considera- 
tions that  have  governed  the  Executive  in  continuing  to  oocapythe 
ground  previously  taken  in  the  contest  between  Mexico  and  Texas. 

<<The  acknowledgment  of  a  new  state  as  independent,  and  entitled  to 
a  place  in  the  family  of  nations,  is  at  all  times  an  act  of  great  delicacv 
and  responsibility,  but  more  especially  so  when  such  state  has  forcibly 
separated  itself  from  another  of  which  it  had  formed  an  integral  part, 
and  which  still  claims  dominion  over  it  A  premature  reoogniti<» 
under  these  circumstances,  if  not  looked  upon  as  justifiable  cause  of 
war,  is  always  liable  to  be  regarded  as  a  proof  of  an  unfriendly  spirit 
to  one  of  the  contending  parties.  All  questions  relative  to  the  govern- 
ment of  foreign  nations,  whether  of  the  Old  or  New  World,  have  be^ 
treated  by  the  United  States  as  questions  of  fact  only,  and  oar  prede- 
cessors have  cautiously  abstained  from  deciding  upon  them  untU  the 
clearest  evidence  was  in  their  possession  to  enable  them  not  only  to 
decide  correctly,  but  to  shield  their  decisions  from  every  unworthy  im- 
putation. In  all  the  contests  that  have  arisen  out  of  the  revolutions<tf 
France,  out  of  the  disputes  relating  to  the  Growns  of  Portugal  and 
Spain,  out  of  the  separation  of  the  American  possessions  of  both  from 
the  European  Governments,  and  out  of  the  numerous  and  constantly- 
occurring  struggles  for  dominion  in  Spanish  America,  so  wisely  eon- 
sistent  with  our  just  principles  has  been  the  action  of  our  Government 
that  we  have,  under  the  most  critical  circumstances,  avoided  all  censore. 
and  encountered  no  other  evil  than  that  produced  by  a  transient  estrange- 
ment of  good-will  in  those  against  whom  we  have  been  by  force  of  evi- 
dence compelled  to  decide. 

^<It  has  thus  made  known  to  the  world  that  the  uniform  x)olicy  and 
practice  of  the  United  States  is  to  avoid  all  interference  in  disputes 
which  merely  relate  to  the  internal  government  of  other  nations,  and 
eventually  to  recognize  the  authority  of  the  prevailing  party  without 
reference  to  our  particular  interests  and  views  or  to  the  merits  of  the 
original  controversy.    Public  opinion  here  is  so  firmly  established  and 
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well  nnderstood  in  favor  of  this  policy  that  no  serious  disagreement  has 
ever  risen  among  oarselves  in  relation  to  it,  although  brought  under 
view  in  a  variety  of  forms,  and  at  periods  when  the  minds  of  the  people 
'Were  greatly  excited  by  the  agitation  of  topics  purely  domestic  in  their 
character.  Nor  has  any  deliberate  inquiry  ever  been  instituted  in  Con- 
gress, or  in  any  of  our  legislative  bodies,  as  to  whom  belonged  the 
power  of  originally  recognizing  a  new  state.  A  power  the  exercise  of 
which  is  equivalent,  under  some  circumstances,  to  a  declaration  of  war ; 
a  power  nowhere  especially  delegated,  and  only  granted  in  the  Consti- 
tution as  it  is  necessarily  involved  in  some  of  the  great  powers  given 
to  Congress— in  that  given  to  the  President  and  Senate  to  form  treaties 
with  foreign  powers,  and  to  appoint  embassadoni  and  other  public  min- 
isters, and  in  that  conferred  upon  the  President  to  receive  ministers 
from  foreign  nations. 

<<In  the  preamble  to  the  resolution  of  the  House  of  Bepresenta* 
lives,  it  is  distinctly  intimated  that  the  expediency  of  recognizing  the 
independence  of  Texas  should  be  left  to  the  decision  of  Congress.  In 
this  view,  on  the  ground  of  expediency,  I  am  disposed  to  concur; 
and  do  not,  therefore,  consider  it  necessary  to  express  any  opinion  as 
to  the  strict  constitutional  right  of  the  Executive,  either  apart  fh>m,  or 
in  conjunction  with  the  Senate,  over  the  subject.  It  is  to  be  presumed 
that  on  no  future  occasion  will  a  dispute  arise,  as  none  has  heretofore 
occurred,  between  the  Executive  and  the  legislature  in  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  recognition.  It  will  always  be  considered  consistent  with  the 
spirit  of  the  Constitution,  and  most  safe,  that  it  should  be  exercised, 
when  probably  leading  to  war,  with  a  previous  understAiding  with  that 
lH>dy  by  whom  war  can  alone  be  declared,  and  by  whom  all  the  provis- 
ions for  sustaining  its  perils  must  be  ftimished.  Its  submissson  to  Con- 
gress, which  represents  in  one  of  its  branches  the  States  of  the  Union, 
and  in  the  other,  the  people  of  the  United^  States,  where  tliere  may  be 
reasonable  ground  to  apprehend  so  grave  a  consequence,  would  certainly 
afford  the  fullest  satisfection  to  our  own  country,  and  a  perfect  guaran- 
tee to  all  other  nations,  of  the  justice  and  prudence  of  the  measures 
which  might  be  adopted. 

<<  In  making  these  suggestions,  it  is  not  my  purpose  to  relieve  myself 
from  the  responsibilty  of  expressing  my  own  opinions  of  the  course  the 
interests  of  our  country  prescribe,  and  its  honor  permits  us  to  follow. 

<^  It  is  scarcely  to  be  imagined  that  a  question  of  this  character  could 
be  presented,  in  relation  to  which  it  would  be  more  difficult  for  the 
United  States  to  avoid  exciting  the  suspicion  and  jealousy  of  other 
powers,  and  maintain  their  established  character  for  fair  and  impartial 
dealing.  But  on  this,  as  on  every  other  trying  occasion,  safety  is  to  be 
found  in  a  rigid  adherence  to  principle. 

^*  In  the  contest  between  Spain  and  the  revolted  colonies  we  st4)od 
aloof,  and  waited  not  only  until  the  ability  of  the  new  states  to  protect 
tbenuselves  was  fully  established,  but  until  the  danger  of  their  being 
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again  snlijagated  had  entirely  passed  away.  Then,  and  notnntil  then, 
were  they  recognized.  Snch  was  onr  coarse  in  regard  to  Mexico  her- 
self. The  same  policy  was  observed  in  all  the  disputes  growing  oat 
of  the  separation  into  distinct  Governments  of  those  Spanish-Amer- 
ican states,  Vho  began  or  carried  on  the  contest  with  the  parent  comi- 
try,  united  under  one  form  of  government.  We  acknowledged  the 
separate  independence  of  I^ew  Grenada,  of  Venezuela,  and  of  Ecuador, 
only  after  their  independent  existence  was  no  longer  a  subject  of  dis- 
pute,  or  was  actually  acquiesced  in  by  those  with  whom  they  had  been 
previously  united.  It  is  true  that  with  regard  to  Texas  the  civil  aa- 
thority  of  Mexico  has  been  expelled,  its  invading  army  defeated,  the 
chief  of  the  Bepublic  himself  captured,  and  all  present  power  to  ocm- 
trol  the  newly-organized  Government  of  Texas  annihilated  within  its 
confines.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is,  in  appearance  at  least.,  an 
immense  disparity  of  physical  force  on  the  side  of  Texas.  The  Mexican 
Bepublic,  under  another  Executive,  is  rallying  its  forces  under  a  new 
leader,  and  menacing  a  fresh  invasion  to  recover  its  lost  dominion. 

^^Upon  the  issue  of  this  threatened  invasion,  the  indei>endenoe  of 
Texas  may  be  consider^  as  suspended^  and  were  there  nothing  pecu- 
lar  in  the  relative  situation  of  the  United  States  and  Texas,  our  acknowl- 
edgment of  its  independence  at  such  a  crisis  could  scarcely  be  regarded 
as  consistent  with  that  prudent  reserve  with  which  we  have  hitherto 
held  ourselves  bound  to  treat  all  similar  questions.     But  there  are  cir- 
cumstancos  in  the  relations  of  the  two  countries  which  require  us  to 
act  on  this  occasion  with  even  more  than  our  wonted  caution.    Texas 
was  once  claim  A  as  a  part  of  our  property,  and  there  are  those  among 
onr  citizens  who,  always  reluctant  to  abandon  that  claim,  cannot  but 
regard  with  solicitude  the  prospects  of  the  reunion  of  the  territory  to 
this  country.    A  large  portion  of  its  civilized  inhabitants  are  emignutB 
from  the  United  States,  speak  the  same  language  with  ourselves,  cher 
ish  the  same  principles,  political  and  religious,  and  are  bound  to  many 
of  our  citizens  by  ties  of  friendship  and  kindred  blood ;  and,  more  than 
all,  it  is  known  that  the  people  of  that  country  have  instituted  the  same 
form  of  government  with  our  own,  and  have,  since  the  close  of  your 
last  session,  openly  resolved,  on  the  acknowledgment  by  as  of  their 
independence,  to  seek  admission  into  the  Union  as  one  of  the  Federal 
States.    This  last  circumstance  is  a  matter  of  peculiar  delicacy,  and 
forces  upon  us  considerations  of  the  gravest  character.    The  title  of 
Texas  to  the  territory  she  claims  is  identified  with  her  independence; 
she  asks  us  to  a<}knowledge  that  title  to  the  territory,  with  an  avowed 
design  to  treat  immediately  of  its  transfer  to  the  United  States.    It 
becomes  us  to  beware  of  a  too  early  movement,  as  it  might  subject  ns, 
however  unjustly,  to  the  imputation  of  seeking  to  establish  the  daiin 
of  our  neighbors  to  a  territory,  with  a  view  to  its  subsequent  aeqoisi- 
tion  by  ourselves.    Prudence,  therefore,  seems  to  dictate  that  we  should 
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Still  stand  aloof,  and  maintain  onr  present  attitude,  if  not  until  Mexico 
itself,  or  one  of  the  great  foreign  powers,  shall  recognize  the  independ- 
ence of  the  new  Oovemment,  at  least  until  the  lapse  of  time  or  the 
course  of  events  shall  have  proved  beyond  cavil  or  dispute  the  ability 
of,  the  people  of  that  country  to  maintain  their  separate  sovereignty 
and  to  uphold  the  Oovemment  constituted  by  them.  Neither  of  the 
contending  parties  can  justly  complain  of  this  course.  By  pursuing  it, 
we  are  but  carrying  out  the  long-established  policy  of,  our  Government, 
a  policy  which  has  secured  to  us  respect  and  influence  abroad  and 
inspired  confidence  at  home." 

President  JaoksoD,  Texas  message,  Deo.  21, 1636. 

<<  The  independence  of  other  nations  has  always  been  regarded  by  the 
United  States  as  a  question  of  fact  merely,  and  that  of  every  people  has 
been  invariably  recognized  by  them  whenever  the  actual  enjoyment  of 
it  was  accompanied  by  satisfactory  evidence  of  their  x>ower  and  deter- 
mination permanently  and  effectually  to  maintain  it  This  was  the 
course  pursued  by  the  United  States  in  acknowledging  the  independence 
of  Mexico  and  the  other  Amerfcan  states,  formerly  under  the  dominion 
of  Spain.  The  United  States,  in  recognizing  Texas,  acted  in  i>erfect 
accordance  with  their  ordinary  and  settled  policy.  That  act,  however, 
did  not  proceed  from  any  unfiriendly  spirit  towards  Mexico  and  must 
not  be  regarded  as  indicative  of  a  disposition  to  interfere  in  the  contest 
between  her  and  Texas." 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Castillo,  Mar.  17, 1837.    MSS.  Notes,  Mex. 

The  action  of  the  United  States  in  1837,  relative  to  the  recognition 
of  Texan  independence,  is  detailed  by  Sir  W.  Harconrt  (Historicus,  19) 
as  a  precedent  sustaining  the  position  assumed  by  him,  '^  that  recognition 
is  not  permissible  until  the  contest  is  won."  At  the  time  of  the  recog- 
nition by  the  United  States,  no  bona  fide  contest  was  going  on  between 
the  insurgent  province  and  its  former  sovereign. 

As  to  annexation  of  Texas,  see  tn/ra,  $  72. 

'<  Near  eight  years  have  elapsed  since  Texas  declared  her  independence. 
During  all  that  time,  Mexico  has  asserted  her  right  of  jurisdiction  and 
dominion  over  that  country,  and  has  endeavored  to  enforce  it  by  arms. 
Texas  has  successfully  resistied  all  such  attempts,  and  has  thus  afforded 
ample  proofs  of  her  ability  to  maintain  her  independence.  This  proof 
has  been  so  satisfactory  to  many  of  the  most  considerable  nations  of  the 
world,  that  they  have  formally  acknowledged  the  independence  of  Texas 
and  established  diplomatic  relations  with  her.  Among  those  nations 
the  United  States  are  included,  and,  indeed,  they  set  the  example  which 
other  nations  have  followed.  Under  these  circumstances  the  United 
States  regard  Texas  as  in  all  respects  an  independent  nation,  fully  com- 
petent to  manage  its  own  affairs  and  possessing  all  the  rights  of  other 
independent  nations.    The  Oovemment  of  the  United  States,  therefore, 
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will  not  consider  it  necessary  to  consolt  any  other  nation  in  its  transac- 
tions with  the  Oovernment  of  Texas." 

Mr.  Upshur,  8eo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Almonte,  Dec.  1,  1843.    M8S.  Notes,  Mex. 

^^  It  was  right  and  proper  that  the  envoy  extraordinary  and  minister 
plenipotentiary  from  the  United  States  should  be  the  first  to  recognize, 
so  far  as  his  powers  extended,  the  provisional  Government  of  the 
French  Bepnblic.  Indeed,  had  the  representative  of  any  other  nation 
preceded  you  in  this  good  work,  it  woald  have  been  regretted  by  the 
President." 

Mr.  Bnchanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bush,  Mar.  31, 1848.    MSS.  Inst.,  Frances 

^^  In  its  intercourse  with  foreign  nations  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  has,  from  its  origin,  always  recognized  de  facto  Governments. 
We  recognize  the  right  of  all  nations  to  create  and  re-form  their  polit- 
ical institutions  according  to  their  own  will  and  pleasure.  We  do  not 
go  behind  the  existing  Government  to  involve  ourselves  in  the  qaestion 
of  legitimacy.  It  is  sufficient  for  us  to  know  that  a  Government  exists 
capable  of  maintaining  itself;  and  then  its  recognition  on  oar  part 
inevitably  follows.  This  principle  of  action,  resulting  from  oar  sacred 
regard  for  the  independence  of  nations,  has  occasioned  some  strange 
anomalies  in  our  history.  The  Pope,  the  Emperor  of  Bussia,  and  Prea- 
deut  Jackson  were  the  only  authorities  on  earth  which  ever  recognized 
Don  Miguel  as  King  of  Portugal. 

<<  Whilst  this  is  our  settled  policy,  it  does  not  follow  that  we  can  ever 
be  indifferent  spectators  to  the  progress  of  liberty  throughout  the  world, 
and  especially  in  France.  We  can  never  forget  the  obligations  which 
we  owe  to  that  generoos  nation  for  their  aid  at  the  darkest  period  of 
our  Bevolutionary  war  in  achieving  our  own  independence.  These  obli- 
gations have  been  transmitted  from  father  to  son,  from  generation  to 
generation,  and  are  still  gratefully  remembered.  They  yet  live  freshly 
in  the  hearts  of  our  countrymen.  It  was,  therefore,  with  one  nniversal 
burst  of  enthusiasm  that  the  American  people  hailed  the  late  glorious 
revolution  in  France  in  favor  of  liberty  and  republican  goverument.  In 
this  feeling  the  President  strongly  sympathizes.  Warm  aspirations  lor 
the  success  of  the  new  Bepublic  are  breathed  frpm  every  heart  Liberty 
and  order  will  make  France  happy  and  prosperous.  Her  destinies,  auder 
Providence,  are  now  in  the  hands  of  the  French  people.  Let  them  by 
their  wisdom,  firmness,  and  moderation  refute  the  slanders  of  their 
enemies,  and  convince  the  world  that  they  are  capable  of  self-govern- 
ment." 

Mr.  Bachanan,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hush,  Mar.  31, 1848,  MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

"  The  prompt  recognition  of  the  new  Government  by  the  representa* 
tive  of  the  United  States  at  the  French  court,  meets  my  full  and  un- 
qualified approbation,  and  he  has  been  authorized  in  a  suitable  manner 
to  make  known  this  fact  to  the  constituted  authorities  of  the  French 
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Eepablio.  Galled  npon  to  act  upon  a  Bndden  emergency,  which  conld 
not  have  been  anticipated  by  his  instructions,  he  judged  rightly  of  the 
feelings  and  sentiments  of  his  €k>vernment  and  of  his  countrymen,  when, 
in  advance  of  the  diplomatic  representatives  of  other  countries,  he  waa 
the  fbrst  to  recognize,  so  far  as  it  was  in  his  power,  the  free  Oovemment 
established  by  the  French  people. 

^'  The  policy  of  the  United  States  has  ever  been  that  of  non4nterven» 
tion  in  the  domestic  affairs  of  other  countries,  leaving  to  each  to  estab- 
lish  the  form  of  government  of  its  own  choice.  While  this  wise  policy 
will  be  maintained  toward  France,  now  suddenly  transformed  from  a 
Monarchy  into  a  Bepublic,  all  our  sympathies  are  naturally  enlisted  on 
the  side  of  a  great  people,  who,  imitating  our  example,  have  resolved 
to  be  free.  That  soch  sympathy  should  exist  on  the  part  of  the  people 
of  the  United  States  with  the  friends  of  free  government  in  every  part 
of  the  world,  and  especially  in  France,  is  not  remarkable.  We  can 
never  forget  that  France  was  our  early  friend  in  our  eventfU  Bevoln- 
tion,  and  generously  aided  us  in  shaking  off  a  foreign  yoke  and  becom- 
ing a  fi:ee  and  indei>endent  people." 

PreBident  Polk,  Special  Meaaage,  Apr.  3, 1848. 

Coxrespondence  in  1849  between  Mr.  Baefaonan,  Beo.  of  StatCi  and  Mr.  Bnah, 

minister  at  Paris,  with  regard  to  the  French  revolation  of  1848,  will  be 

fonnd  in  Sen.  Ex.  Doc.  No.  53,  30th  Cong.,  let  sees. 
As  to  delay  in  recognizing  the  provisional  repnblican  Government  of  Kome  in 

1849,  see  Mr.  Clayton,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cass,  Jane  25, 1849.    MBS.  Inst, 

PApal  States. 

<^  We,  as  a  nation,  have  ever  been  ready,  and  willing,  to  recognize 
any  Government,  de  faetOy  whieli  appeared  capable  of  maintaining  ita 
power ;  and  should  either  a  republican  form  of  government,  or  that  of 
a  limited  monarchy  (founded  on  a  popular  and  permanent  basis)  be 
adopted  by  any  of  the  states  of  Germany,  we  are  bound  to  be  the  first, 
if  possible,  to  hail  the  birth  of  the  new  Government,  and  to  cheer  it  in 
every  progressive  movement  that  has  for  its  aim  the  attainment  of  the 
priceless  and  countless  blessings  of  freedom." 

iir,  Clayton,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Donelson,  July  8,  1849.    MSB.  Inst.,  Prussia. 
As  to  defaoto  governments,  see  tupra  ^  7. 

<<  My  purpose,  as  freely  avowed  in  this  correspondence,  was  to  have 
acknowledged  the  independence  of  Hungary  had  she  succeeded  in 
establishing  a  Government  de  facto  on  a  basis  sufficiently  permanent 
in  its  character  to  have  justified  me  in  doing  so,  according  to  the  usages 
and  settled  principles  of  this  Government ;  and  although  she  is  now 
fallen,  and  many  of  her  gallant  patriots  are  in  exile  or  in  chains,  I  am 
fi^ee  still  to  declare,  that  had  she  been  successful  in  the  maintenance  of 
such  a  Government  as  we  could  have  recognized,  we  should  have  been 
the  first  to  welcome  her  into  the  family  of  nations.'^ 

President  Taylor,  Special  Message,  Mar.  28,  1850. 
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^'  In  the  coarse  of  the  year  1848,  and  the  early  part  of  1849,  a  con- 
siderable numb&r  of  Hungarians  came  to  the  dnited  States.  ,  Among 
them  were  individaals  representing  themselves  to  be  in  the  conftdenee 
of  the  revolationary  Oovernment,  and  by  these  persons  the  President 
was  strongly  urged  to  recognize  the  existence  of  that  Gk>vemm^it 
In  these  applications,  and  in  the  manner  in  which  they  were  viewed  by 
the  President,  there  was  nothing  anasual;  still  less  was  there  anything 
nnanthorized  by  the  law  of  nations.  It  is  the  right  of  every  inde- 
pendent state  to  enter  into  friendly  relations  with  every  other  inde- 
pendent state.  Of  coarse,  questions  of  prudence  naturally  arise  in 
reference  to  new  states  brought  by  successful  revolutions  into  the 
family  of  nations;  but  it  is  not  to  be  required  of  neutral  powers  th^ 
they  should  await  the  recognition  of  the  new  Government  by  the  parent 
state.  No  principle  of  public  law  has  been  more  firequently  acted  npon, 
within  the  last  thirty  years,  by  the  great  powers  of  the  world  than  this. 
Within  that  period  eight  or  ten  new  states  have  established  indepen- 
dent Governments  within  the  limits  of  the  colonial  dominions  of  Spain 
on  this  continent;  and  in  Europe  the  same  thing  has  been  done  bj 
Belgium  and  Greece.  The  existence  of  all  these  Governments  was  recog- 
nized by  some  pf  the  leading  powers  of  Europe,  as  well  as  by  the  United 
States,  before  it  was  acknowledged  by  the  states  from  which  they  had 
separated  themselves. 

^<  If,  therefore,  the  United  States  had  gone  so  far  as  formally  to  ac- 
knowledge the  independence  of  Hungary,  although,  as  the  event  has 
proved,  it  would  have  been  a  precipitate  step,  and  one  from  which  no 
benefit  would  have  resulted  to  either  party,  it  would  not,  nevertheless, 
have  been  an  act  against  the  law  of  nations,  provided  they  took  no 
part  in  her  contest  with  Austria." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  HtilBemann,  Dec.  21, 1850.  M8S.  Kotet. 
Germ.  St.  See  m  to  Mann*s  agency  iupra,  $  47,  where  thia  note  of  Mr. 
Webster  is  given  in  fiill;  as  to  the  threat  that  saoh  agents  are  '^siiies,' 
infraf  $  347a. 

The  correspondence  in  respect  to  the  French  o(mp  W4tat  of  December,  1851,  i§ 
given  in  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  19,  32d  Cong.,  1st  sees. ;  House  Ex.  Doc.  Ka 
34,  3*2d  Cong.,  Ist  seas. ;  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  7,  special  sees.,  1853. 

^<  The  Government  of  Peru  does  not  deny,  but  on  the  contrary  ad- 
mits, thftt  adequate  provision  has  been  made  by  law  against  getting  up 
and  fitting  out  within  the  United  States  such  expeditions  as  it  com- 
plains of,  and  that  the  Federal  authorities  have  been  vigilant  in  enfold- 
ing that  law.  It  does  not  impute  blame  to  this  Government  for  the 
expedition  of  Walker  and  his  associates  to  Nicaragua,  but  the  sole 
ground  of  complaint  is  the  recognition  as  a  Government  of  the  political 
power  established  in  Nicaragua  since  Walker  and  his  associates  w^t 
to  that  country.  The  United  States  regretted  as  much  as  Peru  could 
do  the  unhappy  political  dissensions  which  prevailed  for  a  long  time  in 
that  State,  and  the  disastrous  consequences  which  have  resulted  fiom 
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theoL  One  political  party,  for  the  jiurpose  of  obtainiDg  advantage  over 
another,  sought  foreign  aid,  and  invited  Walker,  with  his  associates,  to 
join  its  ranks.  The  invitation  was  accepted.  So  long  as  there  was  a 
contest  for  power,  so  long  as  any  question  conld  be  raised  as  to  the  per- 
sons in  whose  hands  the  Government,  actual  or  defactOj  had  fallen,  this 
Government  did  nothing  which  could  aflford  any  pretense  for  complaint 
to  any  party  in  the  State  of  Nicaragua,  or  to  any  foreign  power." 

Mr.  liftroy,  Sec  of  State,  to  Mr.  Osma,  Sept.  24,  1856.    MSS.  Notee,  Pera. 

When  it  is  uncertain  which  of  two  titular  Executives  is  in  possession 
of  the  civil  authority  of  a  foreign  state,  diplomatic  representatives  from 
neither  will  be  received. 

Mr.  Morcy,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  IriBarvi,  Oct.  28,  1856.    MSS.  Notes,  Cent.  Am. 

To  sustain  the  recognition  by  the  United  States  of  a  Mexican  Gov- 
ernment after  civil  war,  it  is  not  necessary  that  such  Government 
should  be  in  possession  of  the  city  of  Mexico.  It  is  enough  if  it  be 
^^  obeyed  by  a  large  majority  of  the  country,  and  is  likely  to  continue." 

Mr.  Caas,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  MoLane,  Mar.  7,  1859.    MSS.  Inst.,  Mex.    Same 

to  same.  May  25, 1859. 
In  Mr.  Bnchanan's  view  of  his  administration,  published  In  1866,  a  narrative 

is  given  of  the  events  which  preceded  the  recognition  of  Juarez,  pp.  270 

ff;  and  see  iupra,  $  58. 

<'  You  are,  of  course,  aware  that  the  election  of  last  November  resulted 
in  the  choice  of  Mr.  Abraham  Lincoln ;  that  he  was  the  candidate  of 
the  Republican  or  Antislavery  party;  that  the  preceding  discussion  had 
been  confined  almost  entirely  to  topics  connected,  directly  or  indirectly, 
with  the  subject  of  negro  slavery ;  that  every  Northern  State  cast  its 
whole  electoral  vote  (except  three  in  New  Jersey)  for  Mr.  Lincoln,  while 
in  the  whole  South  the  popular  sentiment  against  him  was  almost  abso- 
lutely universal.  Some  of  the  Southern  States,  immediately  after  the 
election,  took  measures  for  separating  themselves  from  the  Union,  and 
others  soon  followed  their  example.  Oonventions  have  been  called  in 
South  Carolina,  Georgia,  Florida,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  Louisiana,  and 
Texas,  and  those  conventions,  in  all  except  the  last-named  State,  have 
passed  ordinances  declaring  their  secession  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. A  Congress,  composed  of  representatives  from  the  six  first-named 
States,  has  been  assembled  for  some  time  at  Montgomery,  Ala.  By 
this  body  a  provisional  constitution  has  been  framed  for  what  it  styles 
the  ^  Confederated  States  of  America.' 

*'  It  is  not  improbable  that  persons  claiming  to  represent  the  States 
which  have  thus  attempted  to  throw  off  their  Federal  obligations  will 
seek  a  recognition  of  their  independence  by  the  Emperor  of  Bussia.  In 
the  event  of  such  an  'effort  being  made,  you  are  expected  by  the  Presi- 
dent to  use  such  means  as  may  in  your  judgment  be  proper  and  neces- 
sary to  prevent  its  success. 

^<  The  reasons  set  forth  in  the  President's  message  at  the  opening  of 
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the  present  sesBion  of  Gongress  in  support  of  his  opinion  that  the  States 
have  no  constitutional  power  to  secede  from  the  Union,  are  still  nnan- 
swered,  and  are  believed  to  be  nnans^rerable.  The  groands  npon  which 
they  have  attempted  to  jastify  the  revolationary  act  of  severing  the 
bonds  which  connect  them  with  their  sister  States  are  regarded  as 
wholly  insufficient.  This  Government  has  not  relinquished  its  consti- 
tutional jurisdiction  within  the  territory  of  those  States,  and  does  not 
desire  to  do  so. 

<<  It  must  be  very  evident  that  it  is  the  right  of  this  Government  to 
ask  of  all  foreign  powers  that  the  latter  shall  take  no  steps  which  may 
tend  to  encourage  the  revolutionary  movement  of  the  seceding  States^ 
or  increase  the  danger  of  disaffection  in  those  which  still  remain  loyal 
The  President  feels  assured  that  the  Government  of  the  Emperor  will 
not  do  anything  in  these  aflkirs  Inconsistent  with  the  friendship  which 
this  Government  has  always  heretofore  experienced  from  him  and  his 
ancestors.  If  the  independence  of  the  ^Oonfederated  States'  shotild  be 
acknowledged  by  the  great  powers  of  Europe,  it  would  tend  to  disturb 
the  friendly  relations,  diplomatic  and  commercial,  now  existing  between 
those  powers  and  the  United  States.  All  these  are  consequences  which 
the  court  of  the  Emperor  will  not  fail  to  see  are  adverse  to  the  interests 
of  Bussia,  as  well  as  to  those  of  this  country. 

^<  Your  particular  knowledge  of  our  political  institutions  will  enable 
you  to  explain  satisfactorily  the  causes  of  our  present  domestic  tronbles, 
and  the  grounds  of  the  hope  still  entertained  that  entire  harmony  will 
soon  be  restored. 

Mr.  Black,  Sec.  of  State,  oiroular  to  U.  8.  miiliston  abroad,  Feb.  88, 1861.    M8S. 
Inst.,  Boaeia^  Dip.  Corr.,1861. 

'^  My  predecessor,  in  his  dispatch,  No.  10,  addressed  to  yoa  on  the 
28th  of  February  last,  instructed  you  to  use  all  proper  and  necessaiy 
measures  to  prevent  the  success  of  efforts  which  may  be  made  by  per- 
sons claiming  to  represent  those  States  of  this  Union  in  whose  name  a 
provisional  Government  has  been  announced,  to  procure  a  recognition 
of  their  independence  by  the  Government  of  Spain. 

<<  I  am  now  instructed  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  to  inform 
you  that,  having  assumed  the  administration  of  the  Government  in  pur- 
suance of  an  unquestioned  election  and  of  the  directions  of  the  Consti- 
tution, he  renews  the  injunction  which  I  have  mentioned,  and  relies  npon 
the  exercise  of  the  greatest  possible  diligence  and  fidelity  on  your  part 
to  counteract  and  prevent  the  designs  of  those  who  would  invoke  fbreign 
intervention  to  embarrass  or  overthrow  the  Republic. 

*^  When  you  reflect  on  the  novelty  of  such  designs,  their  unpatriotic 
and  revolutionary  character,  and  the  long  train  oi^eviUi  which  mast  fol- 
low directly  or  consequentially  from  even  their  partial  or  temporaiy 
success,  the  President  feels  assured  that  you  will  justly  appreciate  and 
cordially  approve  the  caution  which  prompts  this  commonication. 
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*^  I  tranBmit  herewith  a  copy  of  the  address  pronoanced  by  the  Presi- 
dent on  taking  the  constitntional  oath  of  office.  It  sets  forth  clearly 
the  errors  of  the  misgoided  partisans  who  are  seeking  to  dismember  the 
Union,  the  grounds  on  which  the  conduct  of  those  partisans  is  disal- 
lowed, and  also  the  general  policy  which  the  Government  will  pursae 
with  a  view  to  the  preservation  of  domestic  peace  and  order,  and  the 
maintenance  and  preservation  of  the  Federal  Union. 

'^  You  will  lose  no  time  in  submitting  this  address  to  the  Spanish 
minister  of  foreign  affairs,  and  in  assuring  him  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States  entertains  a  full  confidence  in  the  speedy  restoration 
of  the  harmony  and  unity  of  the  Grovemment  by  a  firm,  yet  just  and 
liberal  bearing,  co-operating  with  the  deliberate  and  loyal  action  of  the 
American  people. 

^^The  United  States  have  had  too  many  assurances  and  manifesta- 
tions of  the  friendship  and  good- will  of  Her  Gatholic  Majesty  to  enter- 
tain any  doubt  that  these  considerations,  and  such  others  as  your  large 
experience  of  the  working  of  our  Federal  system  will  suggest,  will  have 
their  just  influence  with  her,  and  will  prevent  He^  Majesty's  Govern- 
ment from  yielding  to  solicitations  to  intervene  in  any  unfriendly  way 
in  the  domestic  concerns  of  our  country." 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  ciionlar,  mutatU  muU»ndi8f  to  U.  S.  ministers  abroad, 
Mar.  9, 1861.    MSB.  Inst.,  Spaing  Dip.  Corr.,  1861. 

^^To  recognize  the  independence  of  a  new  state,  and  so  favor,  possi- 
oly  determine,  its  admission  into  the  family  of  nations,  is  the  highest 
possible  exercise  of  sovereign  power,  because  it  affects  in  any  case  the 
welfare  of  two  nations,  and  often  the  peace  of  the  world.  In  the  Euro- 
pean system  this  power  is  now  seldom  attempted  to  be  execised  with- 
out invoking  a  consultation  or  congress  of  nations.  That  system  has 
not  been  extended  to  this  continent.  But  there  is  even  a  greater  neces- 
sity for  prudence  in  such  cases  in  regard  to  American  spates  than  in 
regard  to  the  nations  of  Europe.  A  revolutionary  change  of  dynasty, 
or  even  a  disorganization  and  recombination  of  one  or  many  states, 
therefore,  do  not  long  or  deeply  affect  the  general  interest  of  society, 
because  the  ways  of  trade  and  habits  of  society  remain  the  same.  But 
a  radical  change  effected  in  the  political  combinations  existing  on  the 
continent,  followed,  as  it  probably  would  be,  by  moral  convulsions  of 
incalculable  magnitude,  would  threaten  the  stability  of  society  through- 
out the  world. 

^'Humanity  has,  indeed,  little  to  hope  for  if  it  shall,  in  this  age  of 
high  improvement,  be  decided  without  a  trial  that  the  principle  of 
international  law  which  regards  nations  as  moral  persons,  bound  so  to 
act  as  to  do  to  each  other  the  least  injury  and  the  most  good,  is  merely 
an  abstraction  too  refined  to  be  reduced  into  practice  by  the  enlight- 
ened nations  of  western  Europe.  Seen  in  the  light  of  this  principle, 
the  several  nations  of  the  earth  constitute  one  great  Federal  Bepublic. 
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When  one  of  t^em  casts  its  soffrages  for  the  admission  of  a  new  mem- 
ber into  that  Bepablic,  it  ought  to  act  under  a  profound  sense  of  mond 
obligation,  and  be  governed  by  considerations  as  pure,  disinterested, 
and  elevated  as  the  general  interest  of  society  and  the  advancement  of 
human  nature. 

^^The  British  Empire  itself  is  an  aggregation  of  divers  oommnnities 
which  cover  a  large  portion  of  the  earth  and  embrace  one-fifth  of  its 
entire  population.  Some,  at  least,  of  these  communities  are  held  to 
their  places  in  that  system  by  bonds  as  fragile  as  the  obligations  of  our 
own  Federal  Union.  The  strain  will  some  time  come  which  is  to  try 
the  strength  of  these  bonds,  though  it  will  be  of  a  different  kind  fixHD 
that  which  is  trying  the  cords  of  our  confederation.  Would  it  be  wise 
for  Her  Majesty's  Government,  oh  this  occasion,  to  set  a  dangerous  prec- 
edent or  provoke  retaliation  t  If  Scotland  and  Ireland  are  at  last 
reduced  to  quiet  contentment,  has  Oreat  Britain  no  dependency,  island, 
or  province  lefb  exposed  along  the  whole  circle  of  her  Empire,  from 
Gibraltar  through  the  West  Indies  and  Canada  till  it  begins  again  on 
the  southern  extremity  of  Africa  t" 

Mr.  Seward,  Ssc.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Adams,  Apr.  10,  1861.    MSS.  Inst.,  Gr.  Bzit; 
Dip.  Corr.,  1861. 

Sir  G.  G.  Lewis  ^'is  supposed  to  have  maintained  that  England  would 
not  be  entitled  to  recognize  the  Southern  Confederacy  until  the  Fed- 
eralists had  previously  done  so.  Bnt  the  secretary  of  war  is  far  too 
accurate  a  thinker  and  speaker  to  have  laid  down  any  such  doctrine. 
The  rule  he  propounded  was  precisely  that  acted  on  by  Mr.  Canning^ 
in  the  case  of  the  South  American  Bepublics,  viz,  that  where  a  doub^ 
ful  and  bona  fide  struggle  for  supremacy  is  still  maintained  by  the  sov- 
ereign power,  the  insurgents  jam  flagrante  beUo  cannot  be  said  to  have 
established  a  de  facto  independence." 

HistoricoB,  8. 

A  revolutionary  Government  is  not  to  be  recognized  until  it  is  estab- 
lished by  the  great  body  of  the  population  of  the  state  it  claims  to 
govern. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Culver,  Nov.  19,  1862.    MSS.  Inst.,  Yeoes. 
See  same  to  same,  Feb.  11,  1864 ;  Mar.  21,  1864. 

^^This  Government  has,  and  icmust  insist  on,  the  right  to  determine 
for  itself  when  new  authorities,  established  in  a  foreign  state,  can  daim 
from  it  a  formal  recognition  of  them  as  an  established  power.  The 
regulation  of  the  exercise  of  that  right  upon  principles  of  jastice  and 
according  to  facts  established,  with  an  absence  of  all  favor  and  caprice, 
is  hhrdly  more  important  to  the  universal  interests  of  society  than  it  is 
to  those  of  the  United  States  themselves. 

<<  This  Government  has,  at  the  same  time  under  the  law  of  nations 
and  by  treaty,  a  clear  right  to  have  its  properly  appointed  agents  resid- 
ing in  Venezuela,  although  the  authorities  with  which  it  has  heretofore 
treated  have  beeu  subverted,  more  or  less  completely,  and  to  commoni- 
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cate  with  the  new  aathorities  apon  international  matters  affecting  either 
the  Oovemment  of  the  United  States  or  its  citizens.  During  the  period, 
which,  in  case  of  any  domestic  revolution,  may  be  dthep  short  or  long, 
the  agents  of  this  Government  have  a  right  to  confer  npon  such  matters 
with  the  actoal  authorities  who  are  conducting  the  affairs  of  Venezuela, 
and  while  the  agent  is  bound  to  avoid  all  interference  in  the  domestic 
questions  of  that  state,  he  is  entitled  to  be  heard  as  the  representative 
of  the  United  States,  without  a  previous  recognition  of  the  existing 
authorities,  in  place  of  those  which  have  been  either  more  or  less  effec- 
tually supplanted." 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Calver,  Mar.  9,  1863.    MSS.  Inst.,  Yenez. 

• 

The  Oovernment  of  the  United  States,  in  1864,  while  recognizing  the 
Government  of  Juarez  as  the  rightful  Government  of  Mexico,  at  the 
same  time  recognized  both  parties  to  the  civil  war  there  raging  as  bel- 
ligerents. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Geofroy,  Apr.  6, 1864.  MSS.  Notes,  France. 
See  9upra,  $  58. 

Beception  in  1865  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  of  com- 
mercial agents  representing  the  Imi>erial  Government  of  Mexico,  then 
I>ossessing  some  of  the  chief  ports  of  Mexico,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a 
recognition  of  the  Imperial  Government,  though  such  agents  were  per- 
mitted in  the  XK>rts  to  which  they  were  sent  to  attest  invoices  and  mani- 
fests. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bomero,  Aug.  9, 1865.    MSS.  Kotes,  Mex. 

As  to  Mexican  revolations,  see  9upra,  $  58. 

As  to  informal  reception  of  agents  from  unrecognized  states,  see  mcpra,  $  69. 

For  an  accoont  of  the  intervention  of  Napoleon  III  in  Mexico,  see  1  Phillimore 
Int.  Law  (3  ed.),  607.  The  author  criticises  the  action  of  the  United 
States  in  refusing  to  acknowledge  the  defticto  sovereignty  of  Maximilian. 
See  also  2  ihid.,  25.    See,  however,  1  Calvo  droit  int.  (3  ed.),  300. 

• 

When  there  are  two  rival  titular  Governments  contesting  the  sov- 
ereignty of  a  South  American  state,  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  will  not,  in  cases  of  doubt,  determine  as  to  the  title  of  either^ 
but  will  wait  the  course  of  events. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Brazael,  Aug.  27,  1868.    MSS.  Notes,  Yenez. 

<^  Your  dispatches  of  the  10th  of  November,  Nos.  5  and  6,  have  been 
received.  In  your  No.  5  you  announce  that  a  revolution  has  taken  place 
in  Gosta  Bica,  which  was  effected  by  the  mere  display  of  military  force, 
unresisted,  and  without  the  effusion  of  blood.  You  further  announce 
that  in  that  movement  the  President,  Senor  Castro,  was  deposed,  and 
the  first  provisional  substitute,  Senor  Jimenez,  had  assumed  the  execu- 
tive XK>wer.  The  further  transactions  mentioned  are  an  acquiescence 
of  the  several  provinces,  the  suspension  of  the  constitution,  and  the 
call  of  a  national  convention  to  adopt  a  new  constitution.    As  a  con- 

543 


§  70.]  nrrEBVENTiON.  [chap.  ra. 

seqaence  of  these  events^  you  have  recognized  the  new  Presid^it,  sab- 
ject  to  directions  on  the  occasion  from  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

"  It  does  not  belong  to  the  Crovemment  or  people  of  the  United  States 
to  examine  the  causes  which  have  led  to  this  revolution,  or  to  prononnoe 
upon  the  eidgency  which  they  created.  Nevertheless,  great  as  that 
exigency  may  have  been,  the  subversion  of  a  free  republican  constita- 
tion,  only  nine  years  old,  by  military  force,  in  a  sister  American  Bepab> 
lie,  cannot  but  be  an  occasion  of  regret  and  apprehension  to  the  friends 
of  the  system  of  republican  government,  not  only  here,  but  thronghont 
the  world. 

"  It  only  remains  to  say  that  the  course  which  you  have  pursued  is 
approved,  insomuch  as  it  appears  that  there  i^  not  only  no  civil  war, 
but  no  Government  contending  with  the  one  which  has  been  estab- 
lished.'^ 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Blair,  Dec.  1,  1868.    M8S.  Inst.,  Costa  Biea. 
Dip.  Corr.,  1868. 

The  circumstances  attending  the  recognition,  on  September  7, 1870, 
of  the  '^  National  Defense  Committee  "  of  France  as  the  '^  Government 
of  France"  are  given  in  the  documents  accompanying  President  HayeB% 
special  message  of  February  6, 1878.  On  September  7  Mr.  Washbume 
sent  to  Mr.  Favre  (who,  upon  the  change  of  government  a  few  days 
before  was  appointed  minister  of  foreign  affairs)  a  letter  containing  th« 
following :  ^'  It  affords  me  great  pleasure  to  advise  you  that  I  have  this 
morning  received  a  telegraphic  dispatoh  from  my  Government  instniet- 
ing  me  to  recognize  the  Government  of  the  National  Defense  as  the 
Government  of  France.''  On  September  8  Mr.  Favre  replied  in  a  letter 
beginning  as  follows :  ^^  I  look  upon  it  as  a  happy  augury  for  the  Frendi 
Bepublic  that  it  has  received  as  its  first  diplomatic  support  the  recog- 
nition of  the  Government  of  the  United  States." 

"  The  regular  Government  of  France,  constituted  by  the  will  of  the 
people  as  expressed  through  the  National  Assembly  at  Bordeaux,  hav- 
ing been  driven  from  Paris  by  the'insurrectionary  movement  and  estab- 
lished itself  at  Versailles,  I  deem  it  my  duty  to  follow  that  Government, 
and  shall,  therefore,  on  tomorrow  or  the  next  day,  remove  thither 
with  the  legation,  leaving  one  of  the  secretaries  in  charge  here.  Bveir 
member  of  the  diplomatic  corps  will  also  leave." 

Mr.  Washburne  to  Mr.  Fish,  Mar.  19,  1871.    MSS.  Dispatches,  France. 


''  As  soon  as  I  learned  that  a  Kepublic  had  been  proclaimed  at 
and  that  the  people  of  France  had  acquiesced  in  the  change,  the  minis- 
ter of  the  United  States  was  directed  by  telegraph  to  recognize  it,  and 
to  tender  my  congratulations  and  those  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States.  The  re-establishment  in  France  of  a  system  of  government  dis- 
connected with  the  dynastic  traditions  of  Europe  appeared  to  be  a 
proper  subject  for  the  felicitations  of  Americans.  Should  the  present 
struggle  result  in  attaching  the  hearts  of  the  French  to  our  simpler 
forms  of  representative  government,  it  will  be  a  subject  of  still  fuitiMff 
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satisfactioD  to  our  people.  While  we  make  no  effort  to  impose  our 
institntions  upon  the  inhabitants  of  other  conntries,  and  while  we  ad- 
here to  oar  traditional  neatrality  in  civil  contests  elsewhere,  we  cannot 
be  indifferent  to  the  spread  of  American  political  ideas  in  a  great  and 
highly  civilized  country  like  France." 

President  GraDt,  Second  Annual  Messap^e,  lb70. 

^^  Referring  to  your  note  Ko.  195,  concerning  the  election  of  the  Duke 
of  Aosta  as  King  of  Spain,  I  have  to  say  that  on  the  19th  of  Novem- 
ber Mr.  Koberts  called  to  of&cially  inform  me  of  that  fact.  I  received 
the  information  without  an  intimation  of  the  course  that  will  be  pur- 
sued by  his  Government.  It  has  been  the  policy  of  the  United  States 
to  recognize  the  Governments  de  facto  of  the  coantries  with  which  we 
hold  diplomatic  relations.  Sach  was  our  course  when  the  Eepublic 
was  established  in  France  in  1848,  and  again  in  1870,  and  in  each  case 
accepted  by  the  French  people.  Such  was  our  course  in  Mexico  when 
the  Eepublic  was  maintained  by  the  people  of  that  country  in  spite  of 
foreign  efforts  to  establish  a  monarchy  by  military  force.  We  have 
always  accepted  the  general  acquiescence  of  the  people  in  a  political 
change  of  government  as  a  conclusive  evidence  of  the  will  of  the  nation. 
When,  however,  there  has  not  been  such  acquiescence,  and  armed  re- 
sistance has  been  shown  to  changes  made  or  attempted  to  be  made 
under  the  form  of  law,  the  Onited  States  have  applied  to  other  nations 
the  rule  that  the  organization  which  has  possession  of  the  national 
archives  and  of  the  traditions  of  Government,  and  which  has  been 
inducted  to  power  under  the  forms  of  law,  must  be  presumed  to  be  the 
exponent  of  the  desires  of  the  people  until  a  rival  political  organization 
shall  have  established  the  contrary.  Your  course  in  the  present  case 
will  be  governed  by  this  rule. 

"  Should  there  be  circumstances  which  lead  you  to  doubt  the  pro- 
priety of  recognizing  the  Duke  of  Aosta  as  King  of  Spain,  it  will  be 
easy  to  communicate  with  the  Department  by  telegraph  and  ask  in- 
structions. Should  there  be  no  such  circumstances,  the  general  policy 
of  the  United  States,  as  well  as  their  interests  in  the  present  relations 
with  Spain,  call  for  an  early  and  cheerful  recognition  of  the  change 
which  the  nation  has  made." 

Mr. Fish,  Sec. of  State,  to  Mr.  Sickles,  Dec.  16,  1870.  MSS.  Inst.,  Spain;  For. 
Eel.,  1871. 

*^  This  Government  has  never  recognized  Gabral  as  even  entitled  to 
the  rights  of  a  belligerent.  Certainly,  therefore,  it  cannot  acknowledge 
any  claim  of  his  to  rule  any  part  of  the  territory  of  the  Dominican  Re- 
public. It  is  perhaps  superfluous  to  add  that  this  Government  has  no 
connection,  director  indirect,  with  the  association  which  has  bought  or 
leased  from  Boez  certain  territory  around  the  Bay  of  Samaua.  The 
enterprise  adverted  to  has  no  other  claims  upon  us  than  other  similar 
ei)t^r])rises  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  m  foreign  countries,  which 
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mast  be  andcrtakcn  at  their  own  risk  and  subject  to  the  laws  of  sod 
countries." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec  of  State,  to.  Mr.  Bassett,  Mar.  26, 1873.    MSS.  Inst.,  HftytL 

"  Your  dispatch  No.  379,  on  the  subject  of  the  reception  of  the  Papsl 
nuncio,  and  your  visit  to  him^  has  been  read  with  much  interest 

<^  While  the  probabilities  seem  to  be  almost  entirely  against  the  pos^ 
sibility  of  the  restoration  of  any  temporal  power  to  the  Pope,hei88tiD 
recognized  as  a  sovereign  by  many  of  the  powers  of  the  world,  wiM 
receive  from  him  diplomatic  representatives  in  the  person  of  either  t 
nuncio  or^  a  legate,  or  possibly  in  some  other  capacity,  and  whidi  por* 
ers  also  accredit  to  him  certain  diplomatic  representatives. 

^<  With  all  such  arrangements  this  Government  abstains  from  inter- 
ference or  criticism.  It  is  the  right  of  those  powers  to  determine  soeh 
questions  for  themselves;  and  when  one  of  them,  at  whose  ooorttiiii 
Government  has  a  representative,  receives  a  representative  firom  tk 
Pope  of  higher  rank  than  that  of  the  representative  of  the  United 
States,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  latter  to  observe  toward  the  PopA 
representative  the  same  courtesies  trud  formality  of  the  first  visit,  pn> 
scribed  by  the  conventional  rules  of  iutercourse  and  ceremonial,  and  of 
the  precedeuce  of  diplomatic  agents,  which  have  been  adopted,  aad 
almost  invariably  acted  upon  for  the  last  sixty  years. 

<<  In  the  case  which  forms  the  subject  of  your  very  interesting  dii- 
patch,  yon  pursued  the  course  which  alone  would  have  been  expeclitd 
from  one  of  your  accustomed  prudence,  and  of  your  experience  RDdfiunil- 
iarity  with  the  proprieties  of  such  occasions." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cashing,  Jane  4, 1875.    MSS.  Inst,  Spun;  F<t 
Bel.,  1875. 

The  question  of  the  sovereignty  of  the  Ottoman  Porte  over  Tripoli 
is  one  as  to  which,  in  1876,  the  United  States  was  not  ready  to  dedaie 
its  determination,  but  which  was  held  to  be  proper  for  future  diplomatk 
settlement. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Aristarchi  Bey,  May  3,  1876.    MSS.  Notes,  Toxtaf 
For  an  elaborate  exposition  of  the  relations  of  the  United  States  to  Tripoli,  b^c 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Aristarchi  Bey,  Sept.  18,  1876.     MSa  Hotel 

Turkey.    See,  also,  supra^  $  164. 

*^  It  has  been  the  custom  of  the  United  States,  when  such  (revolfi- 
tionary)  changes  of  government  have  heretofore  occurred  in  Mexico,  t9 
recognize  and  enter  into  official  relations  with  the  de  facto  Govennnest 
as  soon  as  it  shall  appear  to  have  the  approval  of  the  Mexican  peopie> 
and  should  manifest  a  disposition  to  adhere  to  the  obligatious  of  tx»- 
ties  and  international  friendship." 

President  Hayes,  First  Annnal  Message,  1877.    See  tupra^  $  58.    Astoeb/i^ 
governments  see  supra,  $  7. 

"  The  Government  of  the  United  States  in  its  dealings  with  the  Mexi- 
can Republic  has  aimed  to  pursue  not  merely  a  just  but  a  generous  vA 
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friendly  coarse.  While  earnest  to  guard  and  protect  the  rights  of  its 
own  citizens  and  the  safety  of  its  own  territory,  it  does  not  seek  to  in- 
tervene in  political  contests  or  changes  of  administration.  It  is  accns- 
tomed  to  accept  and  recognize  the  results  of  a  popular  choice  in  Mexico, 
and  not  to  scrutinize  closely  the  regularity  or  irregularity  of  the  methods 
by  which  Presidents  are  inaugurated.  In  the  present  case  it  waits  be- 
fore recognizing  General  Diaz  as  the  President  of  Mexico  until  it  shall 
be  assured  that  his  election  is  approved  by  the  Mexican  people,  and 
that  his  administration  is  possessed  of  stability  to  endure,  and  of  dispo- 
tion  to  comply  with  the  rules  of  international  comity  and  the  obliga- 
tions of  treaties. 

'^  Such  recognition,  if  accorded,  would  imply  something* more  than  a 
mere  formal  assents  It  would  imply  a  belief  that  the  Government  so 
recognized  will  faithfully  execute  its  duties  and  observe  the  spirit  of  its 
treaties.  The  recognition  of  a  President  in  Mexico  by  the  United  States 
has  an  important  moral  influence  which,  as  you  explain,  is  appreciated 
at  the  capital  of  that  Kepublic.  It  aids  to  strengthen  the  power  and 
lengthen  the  tenure  of  the  incumbent,  and  if,  as  you  say,  the  example 
of  the  United  States  in  that  regard  is  one  that  other  nations  are  dis- 
posed to  follow,  such  recognition  would  not  be  without  effect,  both  upon 
the  internal  and  the  external  peace  of  Mexico.  You  justly  remark  that 
in  fifty  years  there  have  been  about  sixty  changes  of  administration  in 
Mexico,  and  it  may  be  added  that  those  administratious  have  been  long- 
est lived  that  were  most  faithful  and  friendly  in  the  discharge  of  their 
treaty  obligations  to  the  United  States. 

"  When  the  recent  revolution  resulted  in  placing  General  Diaz  in  the 
position  of  chief  magistrate,  this  Government  learned  with  satisfaction 
that  he  was  desirous  that  the  obligations  of  Mexico,  under  the  treaty  of 
July  4, 1868,  between  the  two  countries,  should  be  faithfully  observed, 
and  that  he  had  accordingly  sanctioned  the  prompt  payment  of  the  in- 
stallment of  $250,501  in  gold. 

"  But  it  is  a  subject  of  grave  regret  that  in  other  respects  the  customs 
of  friendly  intercourse  and  the  obligations  of  treaties  have  been  neg- 
lected, disregarded,  or  violated.  Doubtless,  in  many  cases,  the  cen- 
tral Government  was  powerless  to  prevent  these  infractions.  But  they 
are  such  as  this  Government  cannot  allow  to  pass  without  remonstrance, 
nor  without  insisting  that  it  is  the  duty  of  a  friendly  power  to  use  the 
means  at  its  disposal  to  check  or  repress  them.  There  have  been  raids 
and  depredations  upon  the  Texan  frontier ;  theft,  murder,  arson,  and 
plunder;  violation  of  post-ofQces  and  cnstomhouses ;  incursions  by 
armed  men  to  destroy  life  or  property.  Cattlestealiug  has  become  a 
profitable  occupation.  Military  officials  posted  to  protect  the  frontier 
are  said  to  have  protected  the  robbers.  Forced  loans  have  been  de- 
manded, and  American  citizens  have  been  compelled  to  submit  to  un- 
just and  unequal  exactions.  Within  the  past  few  week3  the  guides  of 
an  American  commander  have  been  seized  and  carried  into  the  interior. 

» 
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with  threats  of  sammary  execution ;  and  a  consul  of  the  United 
in  gross  violation  of  international  comity,  has  been  imprisoned.  For 
each  and  all  of  these  acts,  many  of  them  committed,  if  not  with  tk 
sanction  at  least  in  the  name  of  the  Government  of  Mexico,  not  sue 
single  man,  so  far  as  is  known  to  this  Government,  has  been  pnoM 

^<It  is  not  difficult  to  believe  that  General  Diaz  and  his  minister tf 
foreign  affairs  earnestly  desire  friendly  relations  and  recognition  od  tk 
part  of  the  United  States,  and  it  is  gratifying  to  receive  the  assuraDod 
unofficially  made  through  you  that  they  are  disposed  to  adjust  and  I!^ 
tify  these  complaints  and  grievances,  and  are  not  unwilling  to  coDsent 
to  some  arrangement  for  concerted  action  between  the  military  cwi- 
manders  of  the  two  countries  on  the  frontier  for  the  preservation  of 
peace  and  order  and  the  protection  of  life  and  property.  It  is  natenl 
that  Mexican  statesmen  should  urge  upon  you  the  argument  that  ^ 
restoration  of  official  relations  between  the  two  Governments  woolil 
open  the  way  toward  such  an  adjustment.  But  it  is  natural,  on  tk 
other  hand,  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  should  befr 
posed  to  believe  that  some  guarantee  of  such  an  arrangement  shonldbe 
made  the  condition  precedent  to  any  recognition,  rather  than  to  tint 
to  the  possibility  tbat  it  may  ultimately  follow. 

<'In  continuing  your  present  unofficial  and  informal  commnnicatiiv 
with  the  Mexican  Government,  you  may  present  these  views,  in  wlwk 
or  in  part,  at  your  own  discretion,  not  failing,  however,  to  let  it  Is 
clearly  understood  that  while  the  Government  of  the  United  Stattf 
seeks  amity  and  cordial  relations  with  their  sister  E«public,  theypi^ 
to  await  some  evidence  that  their  friendship  will  be  reciprocated.'' 

Mr.  b\  W.  Seward,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  May  16, 1S77.  )& 
Inst.,  Mez. ;  For.  Rel.,  1877.     See  further,  as  to  Mexico,  nipra,  ^56. 

"The  capacity  of  a  state,  in  itself,  for  recognition,  and  the  fectrf 
recognition  by  other  states,  are  two  different  things.  BecogDitiooi 
not  an  act  wholly  depending  on  the  constitutionality  or  completeness^ 
a  change  of  government,  but  is  not  infrequently  influenced  by  tbeiKci 
of  the  mutual  relations  between  the  two  countries.  When  radial 
changes  have  taken  place  in  the  domestic  organization  of  the  coaDtzft 
or  when  they  seem  to  be  contemplated  in  its  outward  relations,  it  is 
^  often  a  matter  of  solicitude  with  this  Government  that  some  mison^' 
standing  shoald  exist  that  the  rights  acquired  by  our  citizens  throol^ 
the  operation  of  treaties  and  other  diplomatic  engagements,  sballo^ 
be  affected  by  the  change.  In  other  words,  while  the  United  StaW 
regard  their  international  compacts  and  obligations  as  entered  into  vit^ 
nations  rather  than  with  political  OovemmenUij  it  behooves  them  to  h 
watchful  lest  their  course  toward  a  Government  should  affect  the  i«^ 
tions  to  the  nation.  Hence,  it  has  been  the  customary  policy  of  ^ 
United  States  to  be  satisfied  on  this  point,  and  doing  so  is  in  nowise  si 
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implication  of  doubt  as  to  the  legitimacy  of  the  internal  change  which 
ma3^  occur  in  another  state. 

"  Pending  formal  recognition,  however,  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that 
any  of  the  customary  business' relations  or  civil  courtesies  are  abruptly 
terminated.  The  actual  formula  of  recognition  is  unmistakable,  and, 
short  of  that  evident  step,  the  diplomatic  fiction  of '  officious'  intercourse, 
or  ^unofficial'  action  is  elastic  enough  to  admit  of  continuing  ordinary 
intercourse,  for  the  most  part,  without  rupture  of  any  of  its  varied 
parts." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Baker,  Juno  14, 1879.     MSS.  Inst.,  Vonez. 

^^As  a  general  rule  of  foreign  policy,  obtaining  since  the  foundation 
of  our  Government,  the  recognition  of  a  foreign  Government  by  this  is 
not  dependent  on  right,  but  on  fact.  For  this  reason,  when  a  change 
occurs  in  the  administration  of  a  nation,  and  the  new  authorities  are  in 
unopposed  possession  of  the  full  machinery  of  Government,  with  duly 
appointed  public  officers  acting  in  its  name,  and  evincing  the  purpose 
as  well  as  the  power  to  carry  out  the  intcTnational  obligations  of  the 
Btate,  recognition  would  follow,  as  a  matter  of  course,  whatever  might 
be  the  personal  character  of  the  head  of  the  new  Government,  or  what- 
ever the  nature  of  his  rule,  so  long  as  no  considerations  of  policy  directly 
affecting  the  relations  between  his  country  and  this  intervene  to  post- 
pone such  a  result." 

Mr.  Hunter,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.   Baker,  Oct.   3,  1879.    MSS.  Inst., 
Venezi 

A  recognition  by  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  emissary  of  a  foreign 
Government  as  a  "political  agent"  of  such  Government,  does  not  by 
itself  invest  such  emissary  with  a  diplomatic  character. 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Fisb,  Apr.  15,  1881.     MSS.  Inst.,  Switz. 

"  Should  unforeseen  and  unfortunate  circumstances  ever  bring  it  into 
question,  the  United  States  will  be  prepared  to  repeat  and  enforce  the 
principle  declared  by  its  highest  authority,  more  than  half  a  century 
ago,  that  ^  with  the  Governments  [of  the  American  Continent]  which  have 
declared  their  independence  and  maintained  it,  and  whose  independence 
we  have  on  great  consideration  and  on  just  principles  acknowledged, 
we  could  not  view  any  interposition  for  the  purpose  of  oppressing  or 
controlling  in  any  other  manner,  their  destiny,  by  an  European  power, 
in  any  other  light  than  as  the  manifestation  of  an  unfriendly  disposition 
towards  the  United  States.'" 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Logan,  May  7,  1881.    MSS.  Inst.,  Cent.  Am. 

^'In  your  last  dispatch  you  informed  this  Department  that  the  Chilian 
Government  refused  absolutely  to  recognize  General  Pi6rola  as  repre- 
senting the  civil  authority  in  Peru,  and  that  Scfior  Calderon  was  at  the 

head  of  a  provisional  Government. 
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"  If  the  Calderon  Government  is  supported  by  the  character  and 
intelligence  of  Peru,  and  is  really  endeavoring  to  restore  constitntioDal 
government  with  a  view  both  to  order  within  and  negotiation  with 
Chili  for  peace,  you  may  recognize  it  as  the  existing  provisional  Gov- 
ernment, and  render  what  aid  you  can  by  advice  and  good  offices  to 
that  end. 

'<Mr.  Elmore  has  been  received  by  me  as  the  confidential  agent  of 
such  provisional  Government.'' 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Christiancy,  May  9,  1881.     MSS.  Inst,  ?tn; 
For.  Rel.,  1881. 

"  Special  envoy  extraordinary  leaves  Washington  for  Peru  immedi- 
ately.   Continue  recognition  of  Calderon  Government." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hurlbnt  (telegram),  Nov.  26,  1881.    MSS.  IiuL. 
Peru  ;  For.  Rel.,  1881. 

"The  contest  between  Bolivia,  Chili,  and  Peru  has  passed  from  tie 
stage  of  strategic  hostilitievS  to  that  of  negotiation,  in  which  the  conn* 
sels  of  this  Government  have  been  exercised.  The  demands  of  Chili 
for  absolute  cession  of  territory  have  been  maintained,  aod  accepted  by 
the  party  of  General  Iglesias  to  the  extent  of  concluding  a  treaty  of 
peace  with  the  Government  of  Chili  in  general  conformity  with  tiie 
terms  of  the  protocol  signed  in  May  last  between  the  Chilian  com 
mander  and  General  Iglesias.  As  a  result  of  the  conclusion  of  tills 
treaty,  General  Iglesias  has  been  formally  recognized  by  Chili  as 
President  of  Peru,  and  his  government  installed  at  Lima,  which  has 
been  evacuated  by  the  Chilians.  A  call  has  been  issued  by  General 
Iglesias  for  a  representative  assembly,  to  be  elected  on  the  13th rf 
January,  and  to  meet  at  Lima  on  the  1st  of  March  next.  Meanwhile 
the  provisional  Government  of  General  Iglesias  has  applied  for  reco^ 
nition  to  the  principal  powers  of  America  and  Europe.  When  tbeiriD 
of  the  Peruvian  people  shall  be  manifested,  I  shall  not  hesitate  toref- 
ognize  the  Government  approved  by  them."  • 

President  Arthur,  Third  Annual  Message,  1883. 

The  Department  of  State  will  not  recognize  a  revolutionary  Got- 
ernment  claiming  to  represent  the  people  in  a  South  American  State 
until  it  is  established  by  a  free  expression  of  the  will  of  that  people. 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Logan,  Mar.  17,  1884.     MSS.  In* 
Chili. 

The  United  States  recognize  foreign  Governments  as  existing  ^ 
facto^  without  resi>ect  to  their  forms. 

7  Op.,  582,  Ciishing,  1855.     See  «tfpra,  $  7. 

Sir  W.  Harcourt,  in  "  Historicus,"  28,  quotes,  as  sustaining  his  posi- 
tion that  there  should  be  no  recognition  while  a  civil  war  is  still  depend- 
ing, the  following  from  Mr.  Wheaton  (vol.  1,  p.  92 :)  *^  Until  the  revoln- 
tion  is  consummated,  and  while  the. civil  war  involving  a  contest  forthe 
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GoverDment  continues,  other  states  may  remain  indifferent  spectators 
of  the  controversy,  still  continaing  to  treat  the  ancient  Government  as 
sovereign,  and  the  Government  de  facto  as  a  society  entitled  to  the  rights 
of  war  against  its  enemy )  or  may  espouse  the  cause  of  the  party  which 
they  believe  to  have  justice  on  its  side.  In  the  first  case,  the  foreign 
state  fulfills  allits  obligations  under  the  law  of  nations;  and  neither  party 
has  a  right  to  complain,  provided  itmaintainsan  impartial  neutrality.  In 
the  latter  it  becomes,  of  course,  the  enemy  of  the  party  against  whom 
it  declares  itself,  and  the  ally  of  the  other;  and  as  the  positive  law  of 
nations  makes  no  distinction  in  this  respect  between  a  just  and  unjust 
war^  the  intervening  state  becomes  entitled  to  all  the  rights  of  war 
agamst  the  opposite  party."  This  passage  Sir  W.  Harcourt  accepts, 
saying  that,  in  the  view  of  Mr.  Wheaton,  "the  question  of  recognition 
is  clearly  one  of  law,  and  not  of  policy  only."  He  proceeds,  however,  to 
admit  that  this  position  of  Mr.  Wheaton  cannot  easily  be  reconciled 
with  a  passage  from  the  same  author  a  few  pages  further  on,  in  which 
passage  there  "  is  a  looseness  of  statement  which  is  somewhat  unsatis- 
factory. It  appears,  however,  that  in  Mr.  Wheaton's  opinion,  the  part 
of  •an  impartial  neutrality'  is  to  abide  the  event  of  the  contest,  and 
this  is  the  only  contest  which,  Mr.  Wheaton  says,  'neither  party  has  a 
right  to  complain  of.'  He  places  the  'acknowledgment  of  indepen- 
dence,' and  the  'joining  in  alliance,'  with  one  of  the  belligerents,  in 
another  category,  and  treats  them  both  as  a  question  of  politics  rather 
than  of  law.  But,  as  'joining  in  alliance'  would  certainly  be  a  ground 
of  war,  perhaps  he  means  that  *  the  acknowledgment  of  independence,' 
without  'abiding  the  event  of  tbt^  contest,'  would  be  in  itself  an  act  of 
hostile  intervention,  and,  consequently,  belong  rather  to  the  province 
of  politics  than  of  law." 

VII.  SUCH  RECOGNITION  DETERMINABLE  BY  EXECUTIVE, 

§71. 

The  question  of  recognition  of  foreign  revolutionary  or  reactionary 
Governments  is  one  exclusively  for  the  ExecuVive,  and  cannot  be  deter- 
mined internationally  by  Congressional  action. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State^  to  Mr.  Dayton,  Apr.  7,  1864.    MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

Whether  a  revolted  colony  is  to  be  treated  as  a  sovereign  state  is  a 
political  question  to  be  decided  by  governments,  not  by  courts  of  justice; 
and  the  courts  of  the  United  States  must  consider  the  ancient  state  of 
things  remaining,  until  the  sovereignty  of  the  revolting  colony  is  ac- 
knowledged by  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

Rose  r.  Himely,  4  Crancb,  241 ;  Kennett  v.  Chambers,  14  Howard,  38 ;  Gelston 
V,  Hoyt,  3  Wheat.,  3'24. 

The  course  of  the  United  States  with  reference  to  a  revolted  portion 
of  a  foreign  nation  is  regulated  and  directed  by  the  legislative  and  execu- 
tive departments  of  the  Government,  and  not  by  the  judicial  department. 
If  the  Government  remains  neutral,  and  recognizes  the  existence  of  a 
civil  war,  the  courts  cannot  consider  as  criminal  those  actsof  hostility 
which  war  authorizes,  and  which  the  new  Government  may  direct  against 
its  enemy.    The  persons  or  vessels  employed  in  tiie  service  of  a  terri- 
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toiy  whose  belligerency  has  been  recognized  by  this  Government  mast 
be  permitted  to  prove  the  fact  of  their  being  so  employed  by  the  same 
testimony  as  would  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  sach  person  or  vessel  was 
employed  in  the  service  of  an  acknowledged  state.  The  seal  of  sncfa 
unacknowledged  Government  cannot  be  permitted  to  prove  itself,  bat 
may  bo  proved  by  such  testimony  as  the  nature  of  the  case  admits;  and 
the  fact  that  a  person  or  vessel  is  in  the  service  of  such  Government 
may  be  proved  without  proving  the  seal. 

U.  S.  V.  Palmer,  3  V^heat.,  610.  See  the  Estrella,  4  Wheat.,  298.  As  to  piracy 
in  sucli  cases,  see  infraj  $  361. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  having  recognized  the  exist- 
ence of  civil  war  between  Spain  and  her  colonies,  the  courts  of  the 
Union  are  bound  to  consider  as  lawful  those  acts  which  war  authorizes, 
and  which  the  new  Governments  in  South  America  may  direct  against 
their  enemy.  Captures  made  under  their  commissions  are  to  be  treated 
by  the  courts  as  other  captures,  and  their  legality  cannot  be  determined 
unless  they  were  made  in  violation  of  the  neutral  rights  of  the  United 
States. 

DiviDa  Pastora,  4  Wheat.,  52. 

There  existing  between  Spain  and  her  revolted  colony— the  Bepublic 
of  Venezuela — an  open  war,  in  which  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  maintains  strict  neutrality,  the  courts  cannot  interfere  with  a 
capture  made  by  a  cruiser  sailing  under  a  commission  from  the  revolt- 
ing belligerent. 

The  Josefa  Seguoda,  5  Wheat.,  338. 

The  United  States  not  having  acknowledged  the  existence  of  any 
Mexican  Republic  or  State  at  war  with  Spain,  the  Supreme  Court  does 
not  recognize  the  existence  at  Galveston  of  any  lawful  court  of  prize. 

Thc  Nueva  Anna,  6  Wheat.,  193. 

In  political  matters  the  courts  follow  the  department  of  the  Govern- 
ment to  which  those  matters  may  be  committed,  and  will  not  recognize 
the  existence  of  a  new  Government  until  it  has  been  recognized  by 
the  Executive. 

U.  S.  V.  Pico,  23  Howard,  326;  The  Prize  Cases,  2  Black,  635;  U.  S.  r.  YorUa,  1 
Wall.,  412 ;  U.  S.  r.  Hntchings,  2  Wheel.,  C.  C,  543 ;  The  Hornet,  2  Abbott^ 
V.  S.,  35 ;  U.  S.  V.  Baker,  5  Blatch.,  6;  1  Brunner,  C.  C,  489. 

The  judiciary  follows  the  Executive  on  the  question  of  recognition  of 
belligerent  rights. 

U.  8. 17.  Palmer,  3  Wheat.,  610 ;  The  Nueva  Anna,  6  Wheat,  193. 

As  a  civil  war  is  never  publicly  proclaimed,  eo  nomine^  against  insur- 
gents, its  actual  existence  is  a  fact  in  our  domestic  history  which  the 
courts  are  bound  to  recognize.  As,  in  the  case  of  an  insurrection,  the 
President  must,  in  the  absence  of  Congressional  action,  determine  what 
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degree  of  force  the  crisis  demands,  and  as  in  political  matters  the 
courts  must  be  governed  by  the  decisions  and  acts  of  the  political  de- 
partment to  which  this  power  is  intrusted,  the  ])roclamation  of  blockade 
by  the  President  is  of  itself  conclusive  evidence  that  a  state  of  war 
existed  which  demanded  and  authorized  recourse  to  such  a  measure. 

The  Prize  Cases,  2  Black,  635. 

Courts  having  an  international  jurisdiction  may  take  notice  of  exist- 
ing sovereignties  from  the  fact  of  their  continuous  existence  as  such, 
and  their  recognition  as  such  in  history. 

Consal  of  Spain  v,  the  Conception,  2  Wheel.,  Cr.  Cas.,  597 ;  1  Bruuner,  Col.  Cas. 

597 ;  S.  P.,  the  Maria  Josepha,  2  Wheel.,  Cr.  Cas.  600  ;  1  Brunner,  Col.  Cas. 

500.    Compare  Williams  v.  Suffolk  Ins.  Co.,  13  Pet.,  415 ;  affirming  3  Sumn., 

270. 
As  to  non-reception  by  President  of  foreign  political  malcontents,  see  infra,  $  91. 

The  action  of  President  Taylor,  through  Mr.  Clayton,  Secretary  of 
State,  in  sending,  in  June,  1849,  Mr.  A.  D.  Mann  as  a  special  agent  to 
investigate  the  condition  of  the  Hungarian  insurrection,  is  elsewhere 
considered.  (Supra^  §  47.)  In  Mr.  Mann's  instructions,  June  18,  1849, 
is  the  following : 

'*  Should  the  new  Government  prove  to  be,  in  your  opinion,  firm  and 
stable,  the  President  will  cheerfully  recommend  to  Congress,  at  their 
next  session,  the  recognition  of  Hungary,  and  you  might  intimate,  if 
you  should  see  fit,  that  the  President  would  in  that  event  be  gratified 
to  receive  a  diplomatic  agent  from  Hungary-  in  the  United  States  by  or 
before  the  next  meeting  of  Congress,  and  that  he  entertains  no  doubt 
whatever  that  in  case  her  new  Government  should  prove  to  be  firm  and 
stable,  her  independence  would  be  speedily  recognized  by  that  enlight- 
ened body." 

As  to  this  it  is  to  be  remjirked  that  while  Mr.  Webster,  who  shortly 
afterwards,  on  the  death  of  President  Taylor,  became  Secretary  of 
State,  sustained  the  sending  of  Mr.  Mann  as' an  agent  of  inquiry,  he 
was  silent  as  to  this  paragraph,  and  ^suggests,  at  the  utmost,  only  a 
probable  Congressional  recognition  in  case  the  new  Government  should 
prove  to  be  firm  and  stable.  In  making  Congress  the  arbiter.  President 
Taylor  followed  the  precedent  of  President  Jackson,  who,  on  March  3, 
1837,  signed  a  resolution  of  Congress  for  the  recognition  of  the  independ- 
ence of  Texas.  The  recognition,  however,  by  the  United  States,  of  the 
independence  of  Belgium,  of  the  powers  who  threw  ofl:*  Najioleon's  yoke, 
and  of  the  South  American  states  who  have  from  time  to  time  declared 
themselves  independent  of  prior  Governments,  has  been  primarily  by 
the  Executive,  and  such  also  has  been  the  case  in  respect  to  the  recog- 
nition of  the  successive  revolutionary  Governments  of  France. 


VIII.  ACCRETION,  NOT  COLONIZATION,  THE    POLICY  OF   THE    UNITED 

STATES. 

§72. 

The  possession  by  Spain  of  the  mouth  of  the  Mississippi  might  have 
been  tolerated  by  the  United  States  from  the  fact  that  she  was  already  in 
possession,  and  that  her  power  was  not  such  as  to  make  her  control  of 
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that  territory,  thoagh  auiioying  and  disadvaDtageons,  necessarUy  a 
peril  to  the  United  States;  but  if  France  shoald  have  taken  possession 
under  treaty  from  Spain,  "the  worst  effects  are  to  be  apprehended," 
and  the  United  States  would  take  the  most  vigorous  measures,  even 
though  they  should  involve  war,  to  avert  such  a  calamity. 

Mr.  MadisoD,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Livingston,  May  1,  1802.  MSS.  Inat.,  Min- 
isters. To  same  effect,  see  Mr.  Madison  to  Mr.  C.  Pinckney,  May  II,  1802; 
Mr.  Madison  to  Messrs.  Livingston  and  Monroe,  Mar.  2, 1803,  ibid.  See  also 
infra,  f  $  148,  154 ;  supra,  $  58. 

"  The  cession  of  Louisiana  and  the  Floridas  by  Spain  to  France  works 
most  sorely  on  the  United  States.  On  this  subject  the  Secretary  of 
State  has  written  to  you  fully ;  yet  I  cannot  forbear  recurring  to  it  x>er- 
80nally,  so  deep  is  the  impression  it  makes  on  my  mind.  It  completely 
reverses  all  the  political  relations  of  the  United  States,  and  will  form  a 
new  epoQh  in  our  political  course.  Of  all  nations  of  any  consideration, 
France  is  the  one  which,  hitherto,  has  offered  the  fewest  points  on  which 
we  could  have  any  conflict  of  right,  and  the  most  points  of  a  communion 
of  interests.  From  these  causes  we  have  ever  looked  to  her  as  our 
natural  friend,  as  one  with  which  we  never  could  have  an  occasion  of  dif- 
ference Her  growth,  therefore,  we  viewed  as  our  own,  her  misfortunes 
ours.  There  is  on  the  globe  one  single  spot,  the  possessor  of  which  is  oar 
natural  and  habitual  enemy.  It  is  Kew  Orleans,  through  which  the 
produce  of  three-eighths  of  our  territory  must  pass  to  market,  and  from 
its  fertility  it  will  ere  long  yield  more  than  half  of  our  whole  produce, 
and  contain  more  than  half  of  our  inhabitants.  France,  placing  herself 
in  that  door,  assumes  to  us  the  attitude  of  defiance.  Spain  might  have 
retained  it  quietly  for  years.  Her  pacific  dispositions,  her  feeble  state^ 
would  induce  her  to  increase  our  facilities  there  so  that  her  possession 
of  the  place  would  hardly  be  felt  by  us,  and  it  would  not,  perhaps,  be 
very  long  before  some  circumstance  might  arise  which  might  make  the 
cession  of  it  to  us  the  price  of  something  of  more  worth  to  her.  Not  so 
can  it  ever  be  in  the  hands  of  France ;  the  impetuosity  of  her  temper, 
the  energy  and  restlessness  of  her  character,  placed  in  a  point  of  eternal 
friction  with  us  and  our  character,  which,  though  quiet  and  loving  peace 
and  the  pursuit  of  wealth,  is  high-minded,  despising  wealth  in  compe- 
tition with  insult  or  injury,  enterprising,  and  energetic  as  any  nation 
on  earth.  These  circumstances  render  it  impossible  that  France  and 
the  United  States  can  continue  long  friends  when  they  meet  in  so 
irritable  a  position.  They,  as  well  as  we,  must  be  blind  if  they  do  not 
see  this,  and  we  must  be  very  improvident  if  we  do  not  begin  to  make 
arrangements  on  that  hypothesis.  The  day  that  France  takes  posses- 
sion of  New  Orleans  fixes  the  sentence  which  is  to  retain  her  forever 
within  her  low-water  mark.  It  seals  the  union  of  two  nations  wha,  in 
conjunction,  can  maintain  exclusive  possession  of  the  ocean.  From 
that  moment  we  must  marry  ourselves  to  the  British  fleet  and  nation. 
We  must  turn  all  our  attention  to  a  maritime  force,  for  which  our  re- 
sources place  us  on  very  high  ground,  and  having  formed  and  connected 
together  a  power  which  may  render  re- enforcement  of  her  settlements 
here  impossible  to  France,  make  the  first  cannon  which  shall  be  fired 
in  Europe  the  signal  for  the  tearing  up  any  settlement  she  may  have 
made,  and  for  holding  the  two  continents  of  America  in  sequestration 
for  the  common  purposes  of  the  united  British  and  American  nations. 
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This  is  not  a  state  of  things  we  seek  or  desire.  It  is  one  which  this 
measare,  if  adopted  by  France,  forces  on  us  as  necessarily  as  any  other 
cause,  by  the  laws  of  nature,  brings  on  it«i  necessary  effect.  It  is  not 
from  a  fear  of  France  that  we  deprecate  this  measure  proposed  by  her, 
for,  however  greater  her  force  is  than  ours,  compared  in  the  abstract, 
it  is  nothing  in  comparison  to  ours  when  to  be  exerted  on  our  soil,  bat 
it  is  from  a  sincere  love  of  peace,  and  a  firm  persuasion  that,  bound  to 
France  by  the  interests  and  strong  sympathies  still  existing  in  the 
minds  of  our  citizens,  and  holding  relative  x>ositions  which  insure  their 
continuance,  we  are  secure  of  a  long  course  of  peace,  whereas  the  change 
of  friends,  which  will  be  rendered  necessary  if  France  changes  that  posi- 
;tion,  embarks  us  necessarily  as  a  belligerent  power  in  the  first  war  of 
Europe.  In  that  case  France  will  have  held  possession  of  New  Orleans 
during  the  interval  of  a  peace,  long' or  short,  at  the  end  of  which  it  will 
be  wrested  from  her.  Will  this  short-lived  possession  have  been  an 
equivalent  to  her  for  the  transfer  of  such  a  weight  into  the  scale  of  her 
enemy  f  Will  not  the  amalgamation  of  a  young,  thriving  nation  con- 
tinue to  that  enemy  the  health  and  force  which  are  now  so  evidently  on 
the  decline!  And  will  a  few  years'  possession  of  New  Orleans  add 
equally  to  the  strength  of  France?  She  may  say  she  needs  Louisiana 
for  the  supplj'  of  her  West  Indies.  She  does  not  need  it  in  time  of 
peace,  and  in  war  she  could  not  depend  on  them,  because  they  would 
be  so  easily  intercepted.  I  should  suppose  that  all  these  considerations 
might  in  some  ])roper  form  be  brought  into  view  of  the  Government  of 
France.  Though  stated  by  us,  it  ought  not  to  give  offense,  because  we 
do  not  bring  them  forward  as  a  menace,  but  as  consequences  not  con- 
trollable by  us,  but  inevitable  from  the  course  of  things.  We  mention 
them  not  as  things  which  we  desire  by  any  means,  but  as  things  we 
deprecate,  and  we  beseech  a  friend  to  look  iorward,  and  to  prevent 
them  for  our  common  interest.'^ 

President  Jeflferaon  to  Mr.  LiviiigBton,  Apr.  18,  1802.    4  Jeflf.  Works,  pp.  431- 
4:33 :  3  Raudairs  Jefferson,  6. 

'<As  the  question  may  arise,  how  far  in  a  state  of  war  one  of  the  par- 
ties can  of  right  convey  territory  to  a  neutral  power,  and  thereby  deprive 
its  enemy  of  the  chance  of  conquest  incident  to  war,  especially  when  the 
conquest  may  have  been  actually  projected,  it  is  thought  proper  to 
observe  to  you,  first,  that  in  the  present  case  the  project  of  peaceable 
acquisition  by  the  United  States  originated  prior  to  the  war,  and  con- 
sequently before  a  project  of  conquest  could  have  existed;  secondly, 
that  the  right  of  a  neutral  to  procure  for  itself  by  a  bona  fide  transac- 
tion property  of  any  sort  from  a  belligerent  power  ought  not  to  be  frus- 
trated by  the  chance  that  a  rightful  conquest  thereof  might  thereby  be 
precluded.  A  contrary  doctrine  would  sacrifice  the  just  interests  of 
peace  to  the  unreasonable  pretensions  of  war,  and  the  positive  rights  of 
one  nation  to  the  rights  of  another.  A  restraint  on  the  alienation  of 
territory  from  a  nation  at  war  to  a  nation  at  peace  is  imposed  only  in 
cases  where  the  proceeding  might  have  a  collusive  reference  to  the 
existence  of  the  war,  and  might  be  calculated  to  save  the  property 
from  danger,  by  placing  it  in  secret  trust,  to  be  reconveyed  on  the 
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return  of  peace.  No  objection  of  this  sort  can  be  made  to  the  ax^quisi- 
tions  we  have  in  view.  The  measares  taken  on  this  subject  were  taken 
before  the  existence  or  the  appearance  of  war,  and  they  will  be  pursued 
as  they  were  planned,  with  the  bona  fide  purpose  of  vesting  the  acquisi- 
tion forever  in  the  United  States." 

Mr.  MadiRon,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Messrs.  Livingston  and  Monroe,  May  28,  1803. 
MS6.  Inst.,  Ministers. 

^^  Congress  witnessed,  at  their  last  session,  the  extraordinary  agita- 
tion produced  in  the  public  mind  by  the  suspension  of  our  right  of 
deposit  at  the  port  of  New  Orleans,  no  assignment  of  another  place 
having  been  made  according  to  treaty.  They  were  sensible  that  the 
continuance  of  that  privation  would  be  more  injurious  to  our  nation 
than  any  consequences  which  could  flow  from  any  mode  of  redress,  but 
reposing  just  confidence  in  the  good  faith  of  the  Government  whose 
officer  had  committed  the  wrong,  friendly  and  reasonable  representa- 
tions were  resorted  to,  and  the  right  of  deposit  was  restored. 

''Previous,  however,  to  this  period  we  had  not  been  unaware  of  the 
danger  to  which  our  peace  would  be  perpetually  exposed  while  so 
important  a  key  to  the  commerce  of  the  Western  country  remained 
under  foreign  power.  Difficulties,  too,  were  presenting  themselves  as 
to  the  navigation  of  other  streams,  which,  arising  within  our  territo- 
ries, pass  through  those  adjacent.  Propositions  had,  therefore,  been 
authorized  for  obtaining  on  fair  conditions  the  sovereignty  of  New 
Orleans,  and  of  other  possessions  in  that  quarter  interesting  to  our 
quiet,  to  such  extent  as  was  deemed  practicable;  and  the  provisional 
appropriation  of  two  millions  of  dollars,  to  be  applied  and  accounted 
for  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  intended'  as  part  of  the  price, 
was  considered  as  conveying  the  sanction  of  Congress  to  the  acquisition 
proposed.  The  enlightened  Government  of  France  saw,  with  just  dis- 
cernment, the  importance  to  both  nations  of  such  liberal  arrangements 
as  might  best  and  permanently  promote  the  peace,  friendship,  and 
interests  of  both;  and  the  property  and  sovereignty  of  all  Louisiana, 
which  had  been  restored  to  them,  have  on  certain  conditions  been 
transferred  to  the  United  States  by  instruments  bearing  date  the  30th 
of  April  last.  When  these  shall  have  received  the  constitutional  sanc- 
tion of  the  Senate,  they  will  without  delay  be  communicated  to  the 
Representatives  also  for  the  exercise  of  their  functions  as  to  those  con- 
ditions which  are  within  the  powers  vested  by  the  Constitution  in  Con- 
gress. While  the  property  and  sovereignty  of  the  Mississippi  and  its 
waters  secure  an  independent  outlet  for  the  produce  of  the  Western 
States,  and  an  uncontrolled  navigation  through  their  whole  course, 
free  from  collision  with  other  powers  and  the  dangers  to  our  peace  from 
that  source,  the  fertility  of  that  country,  its  climate  and  extent,  promise 
in  due  season  important  aids  to  our  Treasury,  an  ample  provision  for 
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our  posterity  and  a  wide-spread  field  for  the  blessings  of  freedom  and 
equal  laws.'' 

President  JeficrsoD,  Third  Annaal  Message  1803.  See  infra^  $  148,  as  to  treaty  of 
purchase.  That  the  parohase  of  Louisiana  was  approved  by  John  Adams^ 
see  9  John  Adams's  Works,  631,  63i2. 

"  It  will  be  objected  to  our  receiving  Cuba  that  no  limit  can  then  be 
drawn  to  our  future  acquisitions.  Cuba  can  be  defended  by  us  without 
a  navy,  and  this  develops  the  principle  which  ought  to  limit  our  views. 
Notliing  should  ever  be  accepted  which  would  require  a  navy  to  defend 
it." 

Mr.  Jefferson  to  President  Madison,  Apr.  27,  1809.    5  Jeff.  Works,  443. 

The  negotiations,  ander  Mr.  Monroe's  Presidency,  for  the  purchase  of  Florida, 
are  noticed  infra^  $  161.  The  argument  chiefly  pressed  by  Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams, 
Sec.  of  State,  when  advocating  the  treaty,  was  that  of  contiguity. 

In  December,  1822,  the  Government  of  St.  Salvador  proposed  its 
annexation  to  the  United  States,  the  object  being  alleged  to  be  the 
escape  from  forced  annexation  to  Mexico  under  Yturbide.  The  offer, 
on  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  Yturbide,  was  withdrawn. 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  StAte,  to  Mr.  Williams,  Feb.  10,  1826.    MSS.  Inst.,  Ministers.' 

For  offer  by  President  Jackson  to  purchase  from  Mexico  the  Bay  of  San  Fran- 
cisco and  the  adjacent  shore  for  half  a  million  of  dollars,  and  for  further 
offer  as  to  purchasing  Texas,  see  Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Butler, 
Aug.  (),  Nov.  9,  1835.    MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. 

President  Van  Buren's  message  of  Oct.  3,  1837,  with  correspondence  relative  to 
proposed  annexation  of  Texas,  is  in  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  40,  25th  Cong., 
1st  sess. 

As  to  recognition  and  annexation  of  Texas,  see  atfpra,  $  70. 

As  to  assumption  of  incumbrances  of  Texas,  see  supra,  $  5. 

In  the  Br.  and  For.  St.  Pap.  for  1841-42,  vol.  90,  are  given  a  series  of  documents 
relating  to  the  annexation  of  Texas.  In  the  same  work  for  1842-^43,  vol.  31,  are  the 
following : 

Mr.  Waddy  Thompson  (Mexico)  to  Blr.  Webster  (Sec;),  July  30,  1842,  inclosing 
circular  of  Mexican  minister  of  foreign  relations  to  diplomatic  corps  as 
to  alleged  violation  of  neutrality  by  the  United  States,  July  6,  1842. 
Mr.  Thompson  to  Mr.  V^ebster,  Sept.  10^  1842. 
Mr.  Bocanegra  to  Mr.  Thompson,  Sept.  10, 1842. 

In  the  same  work  for  1844-^45,  vol.  3:^,  are  the  following : 

Lord  Aberdeen,  secretary  of  foreign  affairs,  to  Mr.  Pakenham,  British  minister 
at  Washington,  Dec.  26,  1843,  stating  that  while  Great  Britain  had  ac- 
knowledged the  independence  of  Texas,  she  did  not  desire  to  establish 
dominant  influence  in  that  state,  or  to  use  any  undue  pressure  there  for  the 
abolition  of  slavery. 

Messrs.  Van  Zandt  and  Henderson,  envoys  from  Texas,  to  Mr.  Calhoun,  Apr. 
15,  1844,  stating  financial  condition  of  Texas. 

Mr.  Buchanan  (Sec.)  in  reply  to  Oen.  Almonte,  Mar.  10,  1845. 

The  envoy  of  France  to  the  President  of  Texas,  May  90,  1845,  as  to  terms  of 
recognition  of  independence  of  Texas  by  Mexico. 

Acceptance  of  such  recognition  by  Texas,  May  19,  1845. 

Armistice  proclaimed  by  President  of  Texas,  June  15,  1845. 
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Message  of  President  of  the  United  States  to  Senate,  submitting  treaty  of 

annexation,  Apr.  22,  1844.. 
Message  of  President  to  House  of  Representatives,  June  10,  1844,  annooncing 

rejection  of  treaty  by  Senate  and  suggesting  legislation. 
Joint  resolution  of  annexation,  Mar.  1,  1845. 
Proclamation  of  President  of  Texas,  Apr.  15,  1845,  calling  for  legislation  od 

such  annexation. 
Ordinance  of  Texas  of  July  4, 1845,  accepting  annexation. 
Constitution  of  the  State  of  Texas,  Aug.  27,  1845. 

In  Lesur's  Annuaire  for  1832,  app.  82,  114,  are  given  many  importaiit  papen 
relative  to  the  annexation  of  Texas.  On  the  same  subject  may  be  cod- 
suited  2  Lawrence  Com.  sur  droit  int.,  382,  f, 

«*By  the  treaty  of  the  22d  of  February,  1819,  between  the  United 
States  and  Spain,  the  Sabine  was  adopted  as  the  line  of  boandaiy 
between  the  two  powers.  Up  to  that  period  no  considerable  coloniza- 
tion had  been  effected  in  Texas  \  but  the  territory  between  the  Sabine 
and  the  Bio  Grande  being  confirmed  to  Spain  by  the  treaty,  applicatioos 
were  made  to  that  power  for  grants  of  land,  and  such  grantf«,  or  per- 
missions of  settlement,  were,  in  fact,  made  by  the  Spanish  aathorities 
in  favor  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  proposing  to  emigrate  to  Texas 
in  numerous  families,  before  the  declaration  of  independence  by  Mexico. 
And  these  early  grants  were  confirmed,  as  is  well  known,  by  successive 
acts  of  the  Mexican  Government,  after  its  separation  from  Spain.  In 
January,  1823,  a  national  colonization  law  was  passed,  holding  oat 
strong  inducements  to  all  persons  who  should  incline  to  undertake  the  set- 
tlement of  uncultivated  lands ;  and  although  the  Mexican  law  prohibited 
for  a  time  citizens  of  foreign  countries  from  settling,  as  colonists,  in  ter> 
ritories  immediately  joining  such  foreign  countries,  yet  even  this  restric- 
tion was  afterwards  repealed  or  suspended,  so  that,  in  fact,  Mexico,  from 
the  commencement  of  her  political  existence,  held  out  the  most  liberal 
inducements  to  immigrants  into  her  territories,  with  full  knowledge  that 
these  inducements  were  likely  to  act,  and  expecting  they  would  act,  with 
the  greatest  effect  upon  citizens  of  the  United  States,  especially  of  the 
Southern  States,  whose  agricultural  pursuits  naturally  rendered  the  rich 
lands  of  Texas,  so  well  suited  to  their  accustomed  occupation,  objects 
of  desire  to  them.  The  early  colonists  of  the  United  States,  introdaoed 
by  Moses  and  Stephen  Austin  under  these  inducements  and  invitations, 
were  persons  of  most  respecta>ble  character,  and  their  undertaking  was 
attended  with  very  severe  hardships,  occasioned  in  no  small  degree  by 
the  successive  changes  in  the  Government  of  Mexico.  They  neverthe- 
less persevered  and  accomplished  a  settlement.  And,  under  the  en- 
couragements and  allurements  thus  held  out  by  Mexico,  other  emigrants 
followed,  and  many  thousand  colonists  from  the  United  States  and  else- 
where had  settled  in  Texas  within  ten  years  from  the  date  of  Mexican 
independence.  Having  some  reasons  to  complain,  as  they  thought,  of 
the  Government  over  them,  and  especially  of  the  aggressions  of  the 

558 


CHAP.  III.]  "ACCRETION,  NOT    COLONIZATION."  [§  72. 

Mexican  military  stationed  in  Texas,  they  sought  relief  by  applying  to 
the  supreme  Government  for  the  separation  of  Texas  from  Coahuila,  and 
for  a  local  government  for  Texas  itself.  ]S'ot  having  succeeded  in  this 
object,  in  the  process  of  time,  and  in  the  progress  of  events,  they  saw 
fit  to  attempt  an  entire  separation  from  Mexico,  to  set  up  a  Government 
of  their  own,  and  to  establish  a  political  sovereignty.  War  ensued ; 
and  the  battle  of  San  Jacinto,  fought  on  the  21st  of  April,  1836,  achieved 
their  independence.  The  war  was  from  that  time  at  an  end,  and  in 
March  following  the  independence  of  Texas  was  formally  acknowledged 
by  the  Government  of  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Thompson,  Jnly  8, 1842.    MSS.  Inst.,  Mez. 

C  Webster's  Works,  448.  ' 

See,  further,  as  to  recojinition  and  annexation  of  Texas,  «ttpra,  $$  5,70. 

In  a  speech  on  the  Oregon  bill,  delivered  in  the  Senate,  on  January 
24,  1843,  Mr.  Calhoun  said: 

'^  Time  is  acting  for  us ;  and  if  we  shall  have  the  wisdom  to  trust  its 
operation,  it  will  assert  and  maintain  our  right  with  resistless  force, 
without  costing  a  cent  of  money  or  a  drop  of  blood.  There  is  often,4n 
the  affairs  of  Government,  more  efficiency  and  wisdom  in  non-action 
than  in  action.  All  we  want  to  effect  our  object  in  this  case  is  ^a  wise 
and  masterly  inactivity.'  Our  population  is  rolling  towards  the  shores 
of  the  Pacific  with  an  impetus  greater  than  what  we  realize.  It  is  one 
of  those  forward  movements  which  leaves  anticipation  behind.  In  the 
period  of  thirty-two  years  which  have  elapsed  since  I  took  my  seat  in 
the  other  house,  the  Indian  frontier  has  receded  a  thousand  miles  to  the . 
west.  Atthattimo  our  population  was  much  less  than  half  what  it  is  now. 
It  was  then  increasing  at  the  rate  of  about  a  quarter  of  a  million  annually ; 
it  is  now  not  less  than  six  hundred  thousand,  and  still  increasing  at  the 
rate  of  something  more  than  3  percent,  compound  annually.  At  that  rate 
it  will  soon  reach  the  yearly  increase  of  a  million.  If  to  this  be  added  that 
the  region  west  of  Arkansas  and  the  State  of  Missouri,  and  south  of  the 
Missouri  Eiver,  is  occupied  by  half-civilized  tribes,  who  have  their  lands 
secured  to  them  by  treaty  (and  which  will  prevent  the  spread  of  popula- 
tion m  that  direction),  and  that  this  great  and  increasing  tide  will  be 
forced  to  take  the  comparatively  narrow  channel  to  the  north  of  that  river 
and  south  of  our  northern  boundary,  some  conception  may  be  formed  of 
the  strength  with  which  the  current  will  run  in  that  direction  and  how 
soon  it  will  reach  the  eastern  gorges  of  the  Eocky  Mountains.  I  say  some 
conception,  for  I  feel  assured  that  the  reality  will  outrun  the  anticipa- 
tion. In  illustration,  I  will  repeat  what  I  stated  when  I  first  addressed 
the  Senate  on  this  subject.  As  wise  and  experienced  as  was  President 
Monroe,  as  much  as  he  had  witnessed  of  the  growth  of  our  country  in 
his  ^me,  so  inadequate  was  his  conception  of  its  rapidity,  that  near  the 
close  of  his  administration — in  the  year  1824 — he  proposed  to  colonize 
the  Indians  of  New  York  and  those  north  of  the  Ohio  Biver  and  east 
of  the  Mississippi,  in  what  is  now  called  the  Wisconsin  Territory,  under 
the  impression  that  it  was  a  portion  of  our  territory  so  remote  that  they 
would  not  be  disturbed  by  our  increasing  population  for  a  long  time  to 
come.  It  is  now  but  eighteen  years  since,  and  already,  in  that  short 
period,  it  is  a  great  and  flourishing  territory  ready  to  knock  at  our  door 
for  admission  as  one  of  the  sovereign  members  of  the  Union.  But  what 
}s  still  more  striking,  what  is  really  wonderful  and  almost  miraculous  is, 
that  another  territory  (Iowa),  still  farther  west  (beyond  the  Mississippi), 
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has  spruDg  up  as  if  by  magic,  and  has  already  outstripped  Wisconsin^ 
and  may  knock  for  entrance  before  she  is  prepared  to  do  so.  Such  is 
the  wonderful  growth  of  a  population  which  has  attained  the  uumher 
ours  has — ^yearly  increasing  at  a  compound  rate— and  such  the  impecns 
with  which  it  is  forcing  its  way,  resistJessly,  westward.  It  will  soon, 
far  sooner  than  anticipated,  reach  the  Rocky  Mountains,  and  be  ready 
to  pour  into  the  Oregon  Territory,  when  it  will  come  into  onr  possession 
without  resistance  or  struggle;  or,  if  there  should  be  resistance,  it 
would  be  feeble  and  ineffectual.  We  should  then  be  as  much  strongs 
there,  comparatively,  than  Great  Britain,  as  she  is  now  strouger  tktn 
we  are ;  and  it  would  then  be  as  idle  for  her  to  attempt  to  assert  and 
maintain  her  exclusive  claim  to  the  territory  against  us^  as  it  would  mow 
he  in  us  to  attempt  it  against  her.  Let  us  be  wise  and  abide  our  time; 
and  it  will  accomplish  all  that  we  desire  with  more  cert>ainty  and  with 
infinitely  less  sacrifice  than  we  can  without  it." 

4  Calhoun's  Works,  245  Jf. 

The  independence  of  Mexico  having  been  acknowledged  in  1843,  not 
only  by  the  United  States,  but  by  the  principal  European  powers,  and 
Texas  having  for  eight  years  resisted  successfully  Mexican  attempts  at 
subjugation,  the  annexation  of  Texas  by  the  United  States  cannot  be 
justly  complained  of  by  Mexico  as  an  invasion  of  international  law. 

Mr.  Upshur,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Thompson,  Oct.  20,  1843.    MSS.  Inst.,  Hex. 
See  Mr.  Upshur  to  Mr.  Green,  Apr.  19,  1844,  ibid, 

''  It  is  our  policy  to  increase  by  growing  and  spreading  out  into  un- 
occupied regions,  assimilating  all  we  incorporate.  In  a  word,  to  increase 
by  accretion,  and  not  through  conquest  by  the  addition  of  masses  heW 
together  by  the  cohesion  of  force.  No  system  can  be  more  unsuited  to 
the  latter  process,  or  better  adapted  to  the  former,  than  our  admirable 
Federal  system.  If  it  should  not  be  resisted  in  its  course,  it  will  proba- 
bly fulfill  its  destiny,  without  disturbing  our  neighbors  or  putting  in 
jeopardy  the  general  peace;  but  if  it  be  opi)osed  by  foreign  interfer- 
ence, a  new  direction  would  be  given  to  our  energy,  much  less  favorable 
to  harmony  with  our  neighbors  and  to  the  general  peace  of  the  world. 
The  change  would  be  undesirable  to  us,  and  much  less  in  accord  with 
what  I  have  assumed  to  be  primary  objects  of  policy  on  the  part  of 
France,  England,  and  Mexico." 

Mr.  Calhonn,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  King,  Aug.  12,  1844.     MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

"  No  measure  of  policy  has  been  more  steadily  or  longer  pursued,  and 
that  by  both  of  the  great  parties  into  which  the  Union  is  divided,  [than 
the  annexation  of  Texas].  Many  believed  that  Texas  was  embraced  in 
the  cession  of  Louisiana,  and  was  improperly,  if  not  unconstitationallT, 
surrendered  by  the  treaty  of  Florida  in  1819.  Under  that  impression, 
and  the  general  conviction  of  its  importance  to  the  safety  and  welfare 
of  the  Union,  its  annexation  has  been  an  object  of  constant  pursnit 
ever  since.  It  was  twice  attempted  to  acquire  it  during  the  administra- 
tion of  Mr.  Adams,  once  in  1825,  shortly  after  he  came  into  power,  and 
again  in  1827.  It  was  thrice  attempted  under  the  administration  of  his 
successor,  Geueral  Jackson,  first  in  1829,  immediately  after  he  came 
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into  power,  again  in  1833,  and  finally  in  1835,  just  before  Texas  declared 
her  independence.  Texas  herself  made  a  proposition  for  annexation  in 
1837,  at  the  commencement  of  Mr.  Van  Barents  administration,  which 
he  declined,  not,  however,  on  the  grounds  of  opposition  to  the  policy  of 
the  measure.  The  United  States  had  previously  acknowledged  her 
independence,  and  the  example  has  since  been  followed  by  France  and 
Groat  Britain.  The  latter,  soon  after  her  recognition,  began  to  adopt  a 
line  of  policy  in  reference  to  Texas  which  has  given  greatly  increased 
importance  to  the  measure  of  annexation,  by  making  it  still  more  essen- 
tial to  the  safety  and  welfare  both  of  her  and  the  United  States." 

Mr.  CalhoQD,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Shannon,  Sejt.  10, 1844.    MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. 

*' Texas  had  declared  her  independence,  and  maintained  it  by  her 
arms  for  more  than  nine  years.  She  has  had  an  organized  Govern- 
ment in  successful  operation  daring  that  period.  Her  separate  exist- 
ence as  an  independent  state  had  been  recognized  by  the  United  States 
and  the  principal  powers  of  Europe.  Treaties  of  commerce  and  navi- 
gation had  been  concluded  with  her  by  diflFerent  nations,  and  it  had 
become  manifest  to  the  whole  world  that  any  further  attempt  on  the 
part  of  Mexico  to  conquer  her  or  overthrow  her  Government  would  be 
in  vain.  Even  Mexico  herself  had  become  satisfied  of  this  fact;  and 
while  the  question  of  annexation  was  pending  before  the  people  of 
Texas,  during  the  past  summer,  the  Government  of  Mexico,  by  a  formal 
act,  agreed  to  recognize  the  independence  of  Texas  on  condition  that 
she  would  not  annex  herself  to  any  other  power.  The  agreement  to 
acknowledge  the  independence  of  Texas,  wliether  with  or  without  this 
condition,  is  conclusive  against  Mexico.  The  independence  of  Texas 
is  a  fact  conceded  by  Mexico  herself,  and  she  had  no  right  or  authority 
to  prescribe  restrictions  as  to  the  form  of  Government  which  Texas 
might  afterward  choose  to  assume." 

President  PoJk,  First  Annual  Message,  1845. 

As  to  assumption  of  Texas  debt  by  the  United  States,  see  sujirOf  J  5. 

As  to  recognition  of  Texas,  see  supraf  $  70. 

In  President  Polk's  message  of  April  28,  1848,  after  reciting  an  offer 
from  Yucatan  "to  transfer  the  dominion  and  sovereignty  of  the  penin- 
sula to  the  United  States,''  he  says,  '*  whilst  it  is  not  my  purpose  to 
recommend  the  adoption  of  any  measure  with  a  view  to  the  acquisition 
of  the  'dominion  and  sovereignty  over  Yucatan,'  yet,  according  to  our 
established  policy,  we  could  not  consent  to  a  transfer  of  this  'dominion 
and  sovereignty'  to  any  other  power."  Congress  took  no  action  on  this 
message  of  President  Polk. 

The  correspondence  in  this  connection  is  given  in  the  British  and  Foreign 
State  Papers  for  186Q-'61,  pp.  1184/. 

As  to  discussion  in  reference  to  Yucatan,  see  supra,  $  57. 

The  correspondence  of  the  United  States  with  Yucatan  relative  to  the  inde- 
pendence of  that  state  and  the  offer  of  its  sovereignty  to  the  United  States 
will  be  found  in  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  40,  30th  Cong.,  Ist  scss.  See  also  same 
session  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  Nos.  45,  40.  For  other  papers  relative  thereto 
see  the  Br.  and  For.  St.  Pap.  for  1860-^61,  vol.  51. 
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The  policy  of  the  United  States  on  the  subject  of  territorijil  growth 
is  discussed  in  the  following  letters  of  Mr.  Everett: 

"  You  are  well  acquainted  with  the  melancholy  circumstances  which 
have  hitherto  prevented  a  replj'^  to  the  note  which  you  addressed  to 
my  predecessor  on  the  8th  of  July. 

"  That  note,  and  the  instruction  of  M.  de  Turgot  of  the  3l8t  March, 
with  a  similar  communication  from  the  English  minister,  and  the  jirq^ 
of  a  convention  between  the  three  powers  relative  to  Cuba,  have  beea 
among  the  first  subjects  to  which  my  attention  has  been  called  by  the 
President. 

"  The  substantial  portiorfof  the  proposed  convention  is  expressed  in 
a  single  article  in  the  following  terms: 

''*The  high  contracting  parties  hereby,  severally  ancl  collectively,  dis- 
claim, now  and  for  hereafter,  all  intention  to  obtain  possession  of  the 
Island  of  Cuba,  and  they  respectively  bind  themselves  to  discoante- 
nance  all  attempt  to  that  effect  on  the  part  of  any  power  or  individuals 
whatever.' 

*'  *  The  high  contracting  parties  declare,  severally  and  collectively, 
that  they  will  not  obtain  or  maintain  for  themselves  or  for  any  one  of 
themselves  any  exclusive  control  over  the  said  island,  nor  sissame  nor 
exercise  any  iloraiiiiou  over  the  same.' 

^^  The  President  has  given  the  most  serious  attention  to  this  proposal, 
to  the  notes  of  the  French  and  British  ministers  accompanying  it,  and 
to  the  instructions  of  M.  de  Turgot  and  the  Earl  of  Malmesbury,  trans- 
mitted with  the  project  of  the  convention,  and  he  directs  me  to  make 
known  to  you  the  view  which  he  takes  of  this  important  and  delicate 
subject. 

"  The  President  fully  concurs  with  his  predecessors,  who  have,  on 
more  than  one  occasion,  authorized  the  declaration  referred  to  by  M. 
de  Turgot  and  Lord  Malmesbury  that  the  United  SStates  could  not  see 
with  indifference  the  Island  of  Cuba  fall  into  the  possession  of  any  other 
European  Government  than  Spain ;  not,  however,  because  we  should 
be  dissatisfied  with  any  natural  increase  of  territory-  and  power  on  the 
part  of  France  or  England.  France  has  within  twenty  years  acquired 
a  vast  domain  on  the  northern  coast  of  Africa,  with  a  fair  prospect  of 
indefinite  extension.  England,  within  half  a  century,  has  added  very 
extensively  to  her  Empire.  These  acquisitions  have  created  no  uneasi- 
ness on  the  part  of  the  United  States. 

"  In  like  manner  the  United  States  have  within  the  same  period 
greatly  increased  their  territory.  The  largest  addition  was  that  of 
Louisiana,  which  was  purchased  from  France.  These  accessions  of  ter- 
ritory have  probably  caused  no  uneasiness  to  the  great  European  pow- 
ers, as  they  have  been  brought  about  by  the  operation  of  natand  causes;, 
and  without  any  disturbance  of  the  international  relations  of  the  prin- 
cipal states.    They  have  been  followed  also  by  a  great  increase  of  mut- 
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ually  beDeficial  commercial.intercourse  between  the  United  States  and 
Europe. 

''  But  the  case  would  be  different  in  reference  to  the  transferor  Cuba 
from  Spain  to  any  other  European  power.  That  event  could  not  take 
place  without  a  serious  derangement  of  the  international  system  now 
existing,  and  it  would  indicate  designs  in  reference  to  this  hemisphere 
which  could  not  but  awaken  alarm  in  the  United  States. 

"  We  should  view  it  in  somewhat  the  same  light  in  which  France  and 
England  would  view  the  acquisition  of  some  important  island  in  the 
Mediterranean  by  the  United  States,  with  this  difference,  it  is  true,,that 
the  attempt  of  the  United  States  to  establish  themselves  in  Europe 
would  be  a  novelty,  while  the  appearance  of  a  European  power  in  this 
part  of  the  world  is  a  familiar  fact ;  but  this  difference  in  the  two  cases 
is  merely  historical,  and  would  not  diminish  the  anxiety  which,  on 
political  grounds,  would  be  caused  by  any  great  demonstration  of 
European  power  in  a  new  direction  in  America. 

"  M.  de  Turgot  states  that  France  could  never  see  with  indifference 
the  possession  of  Cuba  by  any  power  but  Spain,  and  explicitly  declares 
that  she  has  no  wish  or  intention  of  appropriating  the  island  to  herself, 
and  the  English  minister  makes  the  same  avowal  on  behalf  of  his  Gov- 
ernment. M.  de  Turgot  and  Lord  Malmesbury  do  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  no  more  than  justice  in  remarking  that  they  have 
often  pronounced  themselves  substantially  in  the  same  sense.  The 
President  does  not  covet  the  acquisition  of  Cuba  for  the  United  States. 
At  the  same  time  he  considers  the  condition  of  Cuba  as  mainly  an 
American  question.  The  proposed  convention  proceeds  on  a  different 
principle.  It  assumes  that  the  United  States  have  no  other  or  greater 
interest  in  the  question  than  France  or  England,  whereas  it  is  neces- 
sary only  to  cast  one's  eye  on  the  map  to  see  how  remote  are  the  rela- 
tions of  Europe,  and  how  intimate  those  of  the  United  States  with  this 
island. 

<'  The  President,  doing  full  justice  to  the  friendly  spirit  in  which  his 
concurrence  is  invited  by  France  and  England,  and  not  insensible  to 
the  advantages  of  a  good  understanding  between  the  three  powers  in 
reference  to  Cuba,  feels  himself,  nevertheless,  unable  to  become  a  party 
to  the  proposed  compact  for  the  following  reasons  : 

''  It  is,  in  the  first  place,  in  his  judgment,  clear  (as  far  as  the  respect 
due  from  the  Executive  to  a  co  ordinate  branch  of  the  Government  will 
permit  him  to  anticipate  its  decision)  that  no  such  convention  would  be 
viewed  with  favor  by  the  Senate.  Its  certain  rejection  by  that  body 
would  leave  the  question  of  Cuba  in  a  more  unsettled  position  than 
it  is  now.  This  objection  would  not  require  the  President  to  withhold 
his  concurrence  from  the  convention  if  no  other  objection  existed,  and 
if  a  strong  sense  of  the  utility  of  the  measure  rendered  it  his  duty,  as 
far  as  Executive  action  is  concerned,  to  give  his  consent  to  the  arrange- 
ment.   Such,  however,  is  not  the  case. 
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^^  The  convention  would  be  of  no  valae  auless  it  were  lasting ;  acoord- 
ingly  its  terms  express  a  perpetuity  of  purpose  and  obligation.  Now,  it 
may  well  be  doubted  whether  the  Oonstitntion  of  the  United  States 
would  allow  the  treaty-making  power  to  impose  a  permanent  disability 
on  the  American  Government  for  all  coming  time,  and  prevent  it,  nnder 
any  future  change  of  circumstances,  from  doing  what  has  been  so  often 
done  in  times  past.  In  1803  the  United  States  purchased  Louisiana  of 
France,  and  in  1819  they  purchased  Florida  of  Spain.  It  is  not  within 
the  competence  of  the  treaty-making  power  in  1852  effectually  to  bind 
the  Government,  in  all  its  branches,  and  for  all  coming  time,  not  to  make 
a  similar  purchase  of  Cuba.  A  like  remark,  I  imagine,  may  be  made 
even  in  reference  both  to  France  and  England,  where  the  treaty-making 
power  is  less  subject  than  it  is  with  us  to  the  control  of  other  branches 
of  the  Government. 

^^  There  is  another  strong  objection  to  the  proposed  agreement. 
Among  the  oldest  traditions  of  the  Federal  Government  is  an  aversion 
to  political  alliances  with  European  powers.  In  his  memorable  fare- 
well address.  President  Washington  says :  '  The  great  rule  of  conduct 
for  us  in  regard  to  foreign  relations  is,  in  extending  our  commercial  re- 
lations, to  have  with  them  as  little  political  connection  as  possible.  So 
far  as  we  have  already  formed  engagements  let  them  be  fulfilled  with 
perfect  good  faith.  Here  let  us  stop.'  President  Jefferson,  in  his  in- 
augural address  in  1801,  warned  the  country  against  ^  entangling  alli- 
ances.' This  expression,  now  become  proverbial,  was  unquestionably 
used  by  Mr.  Jefferson  in  reference  to  the  alliance  with  France  of  1778, 
an  alliance  at  the  time  of  incalculable  benefit  to  the  Cnited  States,  bat 
which,  in  less  than  twenty  years,  came  near  involving  us  in  the  wars 
of  the  French  revolution,  and  laid  the  foundation  of  heavy  claims 
upon  Congress,  not  extinguished  to  the  present'day.  It  is  a  significant 
coincidence  that  the  particular  provision  of  the  alliance  which  occa- 
sioned these  evils  was  that  under  which  France  called  upon  us  to  aid 
her  in  defending  her  West  Indian  possessions  against  England.  Notii- 
ing  less  than  the  unbounded  influence  of  Washington  rescued  the 
Union  from  the  perils  of  that  crisis,  and  preserved  our  neutrality. 

<^  But  the  President  has  a  graver  objection  to  entering  into  the  pro- 
posed convention.  He  has  no  wish  to  disguise  the  feeling  that  the 
compact,  although  equal  in  its  terms,  would  be  very  unequal  in  sab- 
stance.  France  and  England  by  entering  into  it  would  disable  them- 
selves from  obtaining  possession  of  an  island  remote  from  their  seats 
of  Government,  belonging  to  another  European  power,  whose  natural 
right  to  possess  it  must  always  be  as  good  as  their  own — a  distant  island 
in  another  hemisphere,  and  one  which,  by  no  ordinary  or  peaceful  course 
of  things,  could  ever  belong  to  either  of  them.  If  the  present  balance 
of  power  in  Europe  should  be  broken  up — if  Spain  should  become  una- 
ble to  maintain  the  island  in  her  possession,  and  France  and  England 
should  be  engaged  in  a  death  struggle  with  each  otber«^uba  might 
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then  be  the  prize  of  the  victor.  Till  these  events  all  take  place,  the 
President  does  not  see  how  Cuba  can  belong  to  any  European  power 
bat  Spain. 

"  The  United  States,  on  the  other  hand,  would,  by  the  proposed  con- 
vention, disable  themselves  from  making  an  acquisition  which  might 
take  place  without  any  disturbance  of  existing  foreign  relations,  and  in 
the  natural  order  of  things.  The  Island  of  Cuba  lies  at  our  doors.  It 
commands  the  approach  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  which  washes  the  shores 
of  five  of  our  States.  It  bars  the  entrance  of  that  great  river  which 
drains  half  the  IS'orth  American  continent,  and  with  its  tributaries  forms 
the  largest  system  of  internal  water  communication  in  the  world.  It 
keeps  watch  at  the  doorway  of  our  intercourse  with  California  by  the 
Isthmus  route.  If  an  island  like  Cuba,  belonging  to  the  Spanish  Crown, 
guarded  the  entrance  of  the  Thames  and  the  Seine,  and  the  United 
States  should  propose  a  convention  like  this  to  France  and  England, 
those  powers  would  assuredly  feel  that  the  disability  assumed  by  our- 
selves was  far  less  serious  than  that  which  we  asked  them  to  assume. 

<^The  opinions  of  American  statesmen  at  different  times  and  under 
varying  circumstances  have  differed  as  to  the  desirableness  of  the  ac- 
quisition of  Cuba  by  the  United  States.  Territorially  and  commercially, 
it  would  in  our  hands  be  an  extremely  valuable  possession.  Under 
certain  contingencies  it  might  be  almost  essential  to  our  safety.  Still, 
for  domestic  reasons,  on  which  in  a  communication  of  this  kind  it  might 
not  be  proper  to  dwell,  the  President  thinks  that  the  incorporation  of 
the  island  into  the  Union  at  the  present  time,  although  effected  with 
the  consent  of  Spain,  would  be  a  hazardous  measure,  and  he  would 
consider  its  acquisition  by  force,  except  in  a  just  war  with  Spain  (should 
an  event  so  gravely  to  be  deprecated  take  place),  as  a  disgrace  to  the 
civilization  of  the  age. 

"  The  President  has  given  ample  proof  of  the  sincerity  with  which  he 
holds  these  views.  He  has  thrown  the  whole  force  of  his  constitutional 
power  against  all  illegal  attacks  upon  the  island.  It  would  have  been 
perfectly  easy  for  him,  without  any  seeming  neglect  of  duty,  to  allow 
projects  of  a  formidable  character  to  gather  strength  by  connivance. 
No  amount  of  obloquy  at  home,  no  embarrassments  caused  by  the  indis- 
cretions of  the  colonial  government  of  Cuba,  have  moved  him  from  the 
path  of  duty  in  this  respect.  The  captain  general  of  that  island,  an  offi- 
cer apparently  of  upright  and  conciliatory  character,  but  probably  more 
used  to  military  command  than  the  management  of  civil  affairs,  has,  on 
a  punctilio  in  reference  to  the  purser  of  a  private  steamship  (who  seems 
to  have  been  entirely  innocent  of  the  matters  laid  to  his  charge),  refused 
to  allow  passengers  and  the  mails  of  the  United  States  to  be  landed 
from  a  vessel  having  him  on  board.  This  certainly  is  a  very  extraor- 
dinary mode  of  animadverting  upon  a  supposed  abuse  of  the  liberty  of 
the  press  by  the  subject  of  a  foreign  Government  in  his  native  country. 
The  captain-general  is  not  permitted  by  his  Government,  3,000  miles 
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off,  to  hold  any  diplomatic  intercourse  with  the  United  States.  He  is 
sabject  in  no  degree  to  the  direction  of  the  Spanish  minister  at  Wash- 
ington }  and  the  President  has  to  choose  between  a  resort  to  force,  to 
compel  the  abandonment  of  this  gratuitous  interruption  of  commerdal 
intercourse  (which  would  result  in  war),  and  a  delay  of  weeks  and 
months,  necessary  for  a  negotiation  with  Madrid,  with  all  the  chances 
of  the  most  deplorable  occurrences  in  the  interval — and  all  for  a  trifle, 
that  ought  to  have  admitted  a  settlement  by  an  exchange  of  notes  be- 
tweep  Washington  and  the  Havana.  The  President  has,  however,  pa- 
tiently submitted  to  these  evils,  and  has  continued  faithfully  to  give  to 
Cuba  the  advantages  of  those  principles  of  the  public  law  under  the 
shelter  of  which  she  has  departed,  in  this  case,  from  the  comity  of  na- 
tions. But  the  incidents  to  which  I  allude,  and  which  are  still  in  train, 
are  among  many  others  which  point  decisively  to  the  expediency  of 
some  change  in  the  relations  of  Cuba;  and  the  President  thinks  that 
the  influence  of  France  and  England  with  Spain  would  be  well  em- 
ployed in  inducing  her  so  to  modify  the  administration  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  Cuba  as  to  aftbrd  the  means  of  some  prompt  remedy  for  evils 
of  the  kind  alluded  to,  which  have  done  much  to  increase  the  spirit  of 
unlawful  enterprise  against  the  island. 

**That  a  convention  such  as  is  proposed  would  be  a  transitory  ar- 
rangement, sure  to  be  swept  a^^ay  by  the  irresistible  tide  of  affairs  in  a 
new  country,  is,  to  the  apprehension  of  the  President,  too  obvious  to 
require  a  labored  argument.  The  project  rests  on  principles  applicable, 
if  at  all,  to  Europe,  where  international  relations  are,  in  their  basis,  of 
great  antiquity,  sldwly  modified,  for  the  most  part,  in  the  progress  of 
time  and  events,  and  not  applicable  to  America,  which,  bat  lately  a 
waste,  is  filling  up  with  intense  rapidity,  and  adjusting  on  natural  prin- 
ciples those  territorial  relations  which,  on  the  first  discovery  of  the  con- 
tinent, were  in  a  good  degree  fortuitous. 

"The  comparative  history  of  Europe  and  America,  even  for  a  single 
century,  shows  this.  In  1752  France,  England,  and  Spain  were  not 
materially  different  in  their  political  position  in  Europe  from  what  they 
now  are.  They  were  ancient,  mature,  consolidated  states,  established 
in  their  relations  with  each  other  and  the  rest  of  the  world — ^the  leading 
powers  of  Western  and  Southern  Europe.  Totally  different  was  the 
state  of  things  in  America.  The  United  States  had  no  existence  as  a 
people ;  a  line  of  English  colonies,  not  numbering  much  over  a  million 
of  inhabitants,  stretched  along  the  coast.  France  extended  from  the 
Bay  of  Saint  Lawrence  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  from  the  Alleghanies 
to  the  Mississippi ;  beyond  which,  westward,  the  continent  was  a  wilder- 
ness, occupied  by  wandering  savages,  and  subject  to  a  conflicting  and 
nominal  claim  on  the  part  of  France  and  Spain.  Everything  in  Europe 
was  comparatively  fixed ;  everything  in  America,  provisional,  incipient, 
and  temporary,  except  the  law  of  progress,  which  is  as  organic  and  vital 
in  the  yonth  of  states  as  of  individual  men.    A  struggle  between  the 
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provincial  autborities  of  France  and  England  for  the  possession  of  a 
petty  stockade  at  the  confluence  of  the  Monongahela  and  Alleghany, 
kindled  the  seven  years'  war;  at  the  close  of  which,  the  great  European 
powers,  not  materially  affected  in  their  relations  at  home,  had  under- 
gone astonishing  changes  on  this  continent.  France  had  disappeared 
from  the  map  of  America,  whose  inmost  recesses  had  been  penetrated 
by  her  zealous  missionaries  and  her  resolute  and  gallant  adventurers ; 
England  had  added  theCanadas  to  her  transatlantic  dominions;  Spain 
had  become  the  mistress  of  Louisiana,  so  that,  in  the  language  of  the 
archbishop  of  Mexico,  in  1770,  she  claimed  Siberia  as  the  northern 
boundary  of  New  Spain. 

"  Twelve  years  only  from  the  treaty  of  Paris  elapsed,  and  another 
great  change  took  place,  fruitful  of  still  greater  changes  to  come.  The 
American  Revolution  broke  out.  It  involved  France,  England,  and 
Spain  in  a  tremendous  struggle,  and  at  its  close  the  United  States  of 
America  had  taken  their  place  in  the  family  of  nations.  In  Europe  the 
ancient  states  were  restored  substantially  to  their  former  equilibrium, 
but  a  new  element,  of  incalculable  iuiportance  in  reference  to  territorial 
arrangements,  is  henceforth  to  be  recognized  in  America. 

"Just  twenty  years  from  the  close  of  the  war  of  the  American  Revo- 
lution, France,  by  a  treaty  with  Spain — of  which  the  provisions  have 
never  been  disclosed — possessed  herself  of  Louisiana,  but  did  so  only  to 
cede  it  to  the  United  States ;  and  in  the  same  year  Lewis  and  Clark 
started  on  their  expedition  to  plant  the  flag  of  the  United  States  on  the 
shores  of  the  Pacific.  In  1819  Florida  was  sold  by  Spain  to  the  United 
States,  whose  territorial  possessions  in  this  way  had  been  increased 
threefold  in  half  a  century.  This  last  acquisition  was  so  much  a  matter 
of  course  that  it  had  been  distinctly  foreseen  by  the  Count  Aranda,  then 
prime  minister  of  Spain,  as  long  ago  as  1783. 

"But  even  these  momentous  events  were  but  the  forerunners  of  new 
territorial  revolutions  still  more  stupendous.  A  dynastic  struggle  be- 
tween the  Emperor  Kapoleon  and  Spain,  commencing  in  1808,  convulsed 
the  peninsula.  The  vast  possessions  of  the  Spanish  Crown  on  tliis  conti- 
nent— vice-royalties  and  captain -generalships,  filling  the  space  between 
California  and  Cape  Horn — one  after  another,  asserted  their  independ- 
ence. No  friendly  power  in  Europe  at  that  time  was  Jible,  or,  if  able, 
was  willing,  to  succor  Spain,  or  aid  her  to  prop  the  crumbling  buttresses 
of  her  colonial  empire.  So  far  from  it,  when  Franco,  in  1823,  threw  an 
army  of  one  hundred  thousand  men  into  Spain  to  control  her  domestic 
politics,  England  thought  it  necessary  to  counteract  the  movement  by 
recognizing  the  independence  of  the  Spanish  provinces  in  America.  In 
the  remarkable  language  of  the  distinguished  minister  of  the  day,  in 
order  to  redress  the  balance  of  power  in  Europe,  he  called  into  exist- 
ence a  2^ew  World  in  the  West — somewhat  overrating,  perhaps,  the 
extent  of  the  derangement  in  the  Old  World,  and  not  doing  full  justice 
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to  the  position  of  the  United  States  in  America,  or  their  inflaenoe  on 
the  fortunes  of  their  sister  Bepublics  on  this  continent. 

*^  ThuSf  in  sixty  years  from  the  close  of  the  seven  years'  war,  Spaiii, 
like  France,  had  lost  the  last  remains  of  her  once  imperial  possessions 
on  this  continent.  The  United  States,  meantime,  were,  by  the  arts  of 
peace  and  the  healthful  progress  of  things,  rapidly  enlarging  their 
dimensions  and  consolidating  their  power. 

«^The  great  march  of  events  still  went  on.  Some  of  the  new  Bepub- 
lics, from  the  effect  of  a  mixture  of  races,  or  the  want  of  training  in  lib- 
eral institutions,  showed  themselves  incapable  of  self-govemmeut.  The 
province  of  Texas  revolted  from  Mexico  by  the  same  right  by  which 
Mexico  revolted  from  Spain.  At  the  memorable  battle  of  San  Jacinto, 
in  1836,  she  passed  the  great  ordeal  of  nascent  states,  and  her  inde- 
pendence was  recognized  by  this  Government,  by  France,  by  BnglancL 
and  other  European  powers.  Mainly  peopled  from  the  United  States, 
she  sought  naturally  to  be  incorporated  into  the  Union.  The  offer  was 
repeatedly  rejected  by  Presidents  Jackson  and  Van  Buren,  to  avoid  a 
coUisioQ  with  Mexico.  At  last  the  annexation  took  place.  As  a  do- 
mestic question,  it  is  no  fit  subject  for  comment  in  a  communication  to 
a  foreign  minister ;  as  a  question  of  public  law,  there  never  was  an 
extension  of  territory  more  naturally  or  justifiably  made. 

^^It  produced  a  disturbed  relation  with  the  Government  of  Mexico; 
war  ensued,  and  in  its  results  other  extensive  territories  were,  for  a 
large  pecuniary  compensation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  added 
to  the  Union.  Without  adverting  to  the  divisions  of  opinion  which 
arose  in  reference  to  this  war,  as  must  always  happen  in  free  countries 
in  reference  to  great  measures,  no  person,  surveying  these  events  with 
the  eye  of  a  comprehensive  statesmanship,  can  fail  to  trace  in  the  main 
result  the  undoubted  operation  of  the  law  of  our  political  existence. 
The  consequences  are  before  the.  world.  Vast  provinces,  which  had 
languished  for  three  centuries  under  the  leaden  sway  of  a  stationary 
system,  are  coming  under  the  influences  of  an  active  civilization.  Free- 
dom of  speech  and  the  press,  the  trial  by  jury,  religious  equality,  and 
representative  Government,  have  been  carried  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  into  extensive  regions  in  which  they  were  unknown 
before.  By  the  settlement  of  California  the  great  circuit  of  intelligence 
round  the  globe  is  completed.  The  discovery  of  the  gold  of  that  region- 
leading,  as  it  did,  to  the  same  discovery  in  Australia — has  touched  the 
nerves  of  industry  throughout  the  world.  Every  addition  to  the  terri- 
tory of  the  American  Union  has  given  homes  to  European  destitution 
and  gardens  to  European  want.  From  every  part  of  the  United  King- 
dom, from  France,  from  Switzerland  and  Germany,  and  from  the  ex- 
tremest  north  of  Europe,  a  march  of  immigration  has  been  taken  up 
such  as  the  world  has  never  seen  before.  Into  the  United  States— 
grown  to  their  present  extent  in  the  manner  described— bat  little  less 
than  half  a  million  of  the  population  of  the  Old  World  is  annuall  v  poor- 
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iDg,  to  be  immediately  incorporated  into  an  industrions  and  prosperous 
community,  in  the  bosom  of  which  they  find  political  and  religious  lib- 
erty, social  position,  employment,  and  bread.  It  is  a  fact  which  would 
defy  belief,  were  it  not  the  result  of  official  inquiry,  that  the  immigrants 
to  the  United  States  from  Ireland  alone,  besides  having  subsisted  them- 
selves, have  sent  back  to  their  kindred,  for  the  three  last  years,  nearly 
five  millions  of  dollars  annually;  thus  doubling  in  three  years  the  pur- 
chase-money of  Louisiana. 

*'  Such  is  the  territorial  development  of  the  United  States  in  the  past 
century.  Is  it  possible  that  Edrope  can  contemplate  it  with  an  un- 
friendly or  jealous  eye  f  What  would  have  been  her  condition,  in  these 
trying  years,  but  for  the  outlet  we  have  fiimished  for  her  starving  mill- 
ions? 

'^  Spain,  meantime,  has  retained  of  her  extensive  dominions  in  this 
hemisphere  but  the  two  Islands  of  Cuba  and  Porto  Sico.  A  respectful 
sympathy  with  the  fortunes  of  an  ancient  ally  and  a  gallant  people,  with 
whom  the  United  States  have  ever  maintained  the  most  friendly  rela- 
tions, would,  if  no  other  reason  existed,  make  it  our  duty  to  leave  her 
in  the  undisturbed  possession  of  this  little  remnant  of  her  mighty  trans- 
atlantic empire.  The  President  desires  to  do  so ;  no  word  or  deed  of 
his  will  ever  question  her  title  or  shake  her  possession.  But  can  it  be 
expected  to  last  very  longf  Can  it  resist  this  mighty  current  in  the 
fortunes  of  the  world  f  Is  it  desirable  that  it  should  be  so  f  Can  it  be 
for  the  interest  of  Spain  to  cling  to  a  possession  that  can  only  be  main- 
tained by  a  garrison  of  twenty -five  or  thirty  thousand  troops,  a  powerful 
naval  force,  and  an  annual  expenditure,  for  both  arms  of  the  service,  of 
at  least  twelve  millions  of  dollars  ?  '  Cuba,  at  this  moment,  costs  more 
to  Spain  than  the  entire  naval  and  military  establishment  of  the  United 
States  costs  the  Federal  Government.  So  far  from  being  really  injured 
by  the  loss  of  this  island,  there  is  no  doubt  that,  were  it  peacefully  trans- 
ferred to  the  United  States,  a  prosperous  commerce  between  Cuba  and 
Spain,  resulting  from  ancient  associations  and  common  language  and 
tastes,  would  be  far  more  productive  than  the  best  contrived  system  of 
colonial  taxation.  Such,  notoriously,  has  been  the  result  to  Great  Brit- 
ain of  the  establishment  of  the  independence  of  the  United  States.  The 
decline  of  Spain  firom  the  position  which  she  held  in  the  time  of  Charles 
the  Fifth  is- coeval  with  the  foundation  of  her  colonial  system;  while 
within  twenty-five  years,  and  since  the  loss  of  most  of  her  colonies,  she 
has  entered  upon  a  course  of  rapid  improvement  unknown  since  the 
abdication  of  that  Emperor. 

'^  I  will  but  allude  to  an  evil  of  the  first  magnitude :  I  mean  the  Af- 
rican slave-trade,  in  the  suppression  of  which  France  and  England  take 
a  lively  interest — an  evil  which  still  forms  a  great  reproach  upon  the 
civilization  of  Christendom,  and  perpetuates  the  barbarism  of  Africa, 
but  for  which  it  is  to  be  feared  there  is  no  hope  of  a  complete  remedy 

w)iile  Cuba  remains  a  Spanish  colony. 

669 


§  72.]  INTERVENTION.  [CHAP.  HI 

"  But,  whatever  may  be  thouf?lit  of  these  last  suggestious,  it  would 
seem  impossible  for  any  one  who  reflects  upon  the  events  glanced  at  in 
this  note  to  mistake  the  law  of  Am«  rican  growth  and  progress,  or  think 
it  can  be  ultimately  arrested  by  a  convention  like  that  propo8e<l.  In 
the  judgment  of  the  President,  it  would  be  as  easy  to  throw  a  dam  from 
Cape  Florida  to  Cuba  in  the«hoi>e  of  stopping  the  tiow  of  the  Gulf 
stream,  as  to  attempt,  by  a  compact  like  this,  to  fix  the  fortunes  of 
Cuba  'now  and  lor  hereafter';  or,  as  expressed  in  the  Freneh  text  of 
the  convention,  *for  the  present  as  for  the  future'  {pour  le present  comme 
pour  Vavaiir),  that  is,  for  all  coming  time  The  history  of  the  past — of 
the  recent  past — affords  no  assurance  that  twenty  years  hence  France 
or  England  will  even,  wish  that  Spain  should  retain  Cuba;  and  a  cen- 
tury hence,  judging  of  what  will  be  from  what  has  been,  the  i)ages  which 
record  this  proposition  will,  like  the  record  of  the  family  compact  l>e- 
tween  France  and  Spain,  have  no  interest  but  for  the  antiquary. 

**  Even  now  the  President  cannot  doubt  that  both  France  and  Eng- 
land would  prefer  any  change  in  the  condition  of  Cuba  to  that  which 
is  most  to  be  apprehended,  namely,  an  internal  convulsion  which  shonld 
renew  the  horrors  and  the  fate  of  San  Domingo. 

''  I  will  intimate  a  final  objection  to  the  proposed  convention.  M.  de 
Turgot  and  Lord  Malmesbury  put  forward  as  the  reason  for  entering 
into  such  a  compact  Hhe  attacks  which  have  lately  been  made  on  the 
Island  of  Cuba  by  lawless  bands  of  adventurers  from  the  United  States^ 
with  the  avowed  design  of  taking  possession  of  that  island.'  The  Presi- 
dent is  convinced  that  the  conclusion  of  such  a  treaty,  instead  of  putting 
a  stop  to  these  lawless  proceedings,  would  give  a  new  and  a  powerfnl 
impulse  to  them.  It  would  strike  a  death-blow  to  the  conservative 
policy  hitherto  pursued  in  this  country  toward  Cuba.  No  administra- 
tion of  this  Government,  however  strong  in  the  public  coniideuce  in 
other  respects,  could  stand  a  day  under  the  odium  of  having  stipulated 
with  the  great  powers  of  Europe,  that  in  no  future  time,  under  no 
change  of  circumstances,  by  no  amicable  arrangement  with  Spain,  by 
no  act  of  lawful  war  (should  that  calamity  unfortunately  occur),  by  no 
consent  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  island,  should  they,  like  the  posses- 
sions of  Spain  on  the  American  continent,  succeed  in  rendering  them- 
selves independent;  in  fine,  by  no  overruling  necessity  of  self-preserva- 
tion should  the  United  States  ever  make  the  acquisition  of  Cuba. 

*' For  these  reasons,  which  the  President  has  thought  it  advisable, 
considering  the  importance  of  the  subject,  to  direct  me  to  unfold,  at 
some  length,  he  ieels  constrained  to  decline  respectfully  the  invitation 
of  France  and  England  to  become  a  party  to  the  proposed  convention. 
He  is  persuaded  that  these  friendly  powers  will  not  attribute  tiiis  re- 
fusal to  any  insensibility  on  his  part  to  the  advantages  of  the  utmost 
harmony  between  the  great  maritime  states  on  a  subject  of  such  im- 
portance. As  little  will  Spain  draw  any  unfavorable  inference  from 
this  refusal;  the  rather,  as  the  emphatic  disclaimer  of  any  designs 
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against  Cnb.i  on  the  part  of  this  Government,  contained  in  the  present 
note,  affords  all  the  assurance  which  the  President  can  constitutionally, 
or  to  any  useful  purpose,  give  of  a  practical  concurrence  with  France  and 
England  in  the  wish  not  to  disturb  the  possession  of  that  island  by 
Spain.'' 

Mr.  Everett,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sartiges,  Dec.  1,  1852.  MSS.  Notes,  France. 
This  note  was  accepted  by  Mr.  Marcy  and  Mr.  Cass,  sncceeding  Secreta- 
ries of  State,  as  the  basis  of  the  policy  of  the  Department  in  this  line. 

"Your  dispatch  of  16th  February  last  to  Mr.  Crampton  has  lately  ap- 
peared in  our  public  papers.  As  it  is  in  reality,  if  not  in  form,  a  reply 
to  my  letter  of  the  1st  December,  1852,  on  the  subject  of  Cuba,  I  regret 
that  it  was  not  prepared  and  sent  before  my  retirement  from  the  De- 
partment of  State.  But  though  I  must  now  do  it  as  a  private  individual, 
1  feel  as  if  it  were  to  some  extent  my  duty  to  answer  it.  I  shall  en- 
deavor to  do  so  in  a  manner  consistent  with  my  sincere  respect  for  your 
public  character,  and  a  lively  recollection  of  your  personal  kindness 
during  my  residence  in  England. 

"  Before  remarking  on  the  contents  of  your  letter  I  will  observe  that, 
though  it  contains  some  courteous  expressions,  its  tone  is,  upon  the 
whole,  not  quite  as  conciliatory  as  might  have  been  expected,  consider- 
ing that  my  letter  of  the  1st  December  was  altogether  respectful  sind 
friendly  toward  the  two  i>owers,  both  in  form  and  in  substance.  I  have 
heard  that  in  presenting  this  correspondence  to  Parliament  you  indulged 
*  in  some  sarcastic  remarks,'  but  I  have  not  seen  any  report  of  them. 
Your  dispatch  is  not  free  from  a  shade  of  sarcasm  in  one  or  two  sen- 
tences. This  I  shall  endeavor  to  avoid  in  reply,  not  that  it  would  be 
difficult  to  follow  you  into  that  field,  but  because  I  cannot  think  that  an 
encounter  of  wits  between  us  would  be  an  edifying  spectacle,  or  one 
which  would  promote  any  desirable  national  object. 

"  You  say  that  in  my  letter  of  the  1st  December  I  entered  into  '  ar- 
guments not  required  by  the  simple  nature  of  the  question  before  me'; 
and  the  length  of  my  letter  has  been  complained  of  in  other  quarters. 
The  question  propounded  to  us  was  certainly  in  one  sense  simfile,  as 
every  question  is  that  can  be  answered  'Yes'  or  *No.'  But  how  va- 
rious, complicated,  and  important  the  interests  and  relations  involved  in 
it!  Besides,  the  organ  of  every  Government  must  be  the  only  judge  of 
the  proper  length  and  relevancy  of  his  replies  to  the  communications  of 
foreign  powers.  The  proposal,  to  which  I  was  returning  an  answer, 
jointly  made  by  two  of  the  leading  powers  of  Europe,  related  to  the 
most  important  subject  in  the  circle  of  our  foreign  relations.  I  thought 
that  a  few  paragraphs  were  well  employed  in  unfolding  the  views  of 
the  President  on  this  subject,  and  the  reasons  why  he  declined  entering 
into  a  compact  purporting  to  bind  the  three  Governments  for  all  coming 
time  to  a  certain  line  of  policy,  in  a  case  of  so  much  importance.     . 

''  You  will  recollect  that  the  members  of  our  executive  Government  do 
not  sit  in  Congress.  Those  expositions  which  are  made  in  your  Parlia- 
ment by  ministers — in  speeches  not  unfrequently  of  two  and  three, 
sometimes  four  and  five  hours  in  length — must  be  made  in  this  country 
in  a  Presidential  message  (rarely  alluded  to  by  your  press  without  a 
sneer  at  its  length),  or  an  Executive  report  or  dispatch.  My  letter  of 
the  1st  December  would  make  a  speech  of  about  an  hour,  which  does  not 
seem  to  me  immoderate  for  such  a  subject.  However,  a  little  greater 
fullness  of  statement  and  argument,  in  papers  expected  to  come  before 
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the  public,  is,  it  mast  be  confessed,  in  harniou3'  with  the  character  of 
our  Government,  and  is  generally  indulged  in. 

^<You  observe  that  Hhe  absorption  or  annexation  of  LonisiaDftm 
1803,  of  Florida  in  1819,  of  Texas  in  1845,  and  of  California  in  1848,had 
not  escaped  the  two  powers  5  still  less  did  they  require  to  be  reminded 
of  the  seven  years'  war,  or  of  the  American  war.'  But  facts  maybe 
mentioned  for  illustration  or  argument  as  well  as  information.  Most  cer- 
tainly the  important  and  notorious  events  named  by  you — ^leadiDgiod- 
dents  of  the  history  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  world — cannot  be 
supx)osed  to  have  escaped  the  Governments  of  England  and  France,  who 
were  parties  to  some  of  the  most  important  of  the  transactions  in  qnes* 
tion.  I  had  no  thought  of '  reminding'  your  Government  of  IheeventB 
of  the  seven  years'  war  and  of  the  American  Revolution  as  matters  of 
historical  fact  of  which  they  were  ignorant ;  though  I  really  doubt,  and 
beg  to  say  it  without  offense,  whether  there  are  many  individuals  in  the 
Government  of  either  country  possessed  of  an  accurate  and  precise 
knowledge  of  the  facts  hastily  sketched  by  me.  That  sketch,  however, 
of  the  territorial  changes  which  have  taken  place  on  this  continent  dar- 
ing the  last  century  was  intended  as  an  illustration  of  the  proposition 
that  our  entire  history  shows  it  to  be  chimerical  to  attempt,  in  referenec 
to  specific  measures,  to  bind  up  for  all  future  time  the  discretion  of « 
Government  established  in  a  part  of  the  world  of  which  so  much  isstifl 
lying  in  a  state  of  nature. 

*'  I  had  another  motive.  The  public  opinion  of  Christendom,  created 
in  a  good  degree  by  the  press,  has  become  an  element  of  great  and  in- 
creasing influence  in  the  conduct  of  international  affairs.  Now,  its 
very  much  the  habit  of  a  considerable  portion  of  the  European  press  10 
speak  of  the  steady  and  rapid  extension  of  the  territory  of  the  United 
States  as  the  indication  of  a  grasping  spirit  on  the  i)art  of  their  Got- 
emment  and  people.  The  subject  is  rarely  alluded  to  by  one  school  of 
transatlantic  public  writers  for  any  other  purpose.  Thus  the  public 
mind  of  the  civilized  world  is  poisoned  against  us.  There  is  not  only 
manifested,  on  the  part  of  these  writers,  an  entire  insensibility  to  the 
beauty  and  grandeur  of  the  work  that  is  going  on — more  beneficent,  if 
possible,  to  Europe  than  to  us,  in  the  relief  it  is  affording  her— but  ve 
are  actually  held  up  at  times  as  a  nation  of  land  pirates.  It  was  partir 
my  object  to  counteract  this  disposition ;  to  show  that  our  growth  hid 
been  a  natural  growth ;  that  our  most  important  accessions  of  territory 
had  taken  place  by  great  national  transactions,  to  which  EngM 
France,  and  Spain  had  been  parties,  and  in  other  cases  by  the  open^ 
tion  of  causes  which  necessarily  influence  the  occupation  and  settlement 
of  a  new  country,  in  strict  conformity  with  the  law  of  nations  and  not 
in  violation  of  it. 

'*  You  say  that  '  it  occurs  to  Her  Majesty's  Government  to  ask  for 
what  purpose  are  these  arguments  introduced,  with  so  much  prepaw- 
tion  and  urged  with  so  much  ability,'  and  you  answer  the  questiooiB 
the  following  manner:  '  It  would  appear  that  the  purpOvSe,  notf^ 
avowed  but  hardly  concealed,  is  to  procure  the  admission  of  adoi^triw 
that  the  United  States  have  an  interest  in  Cuba  to  which  Great  Britain 
and  France  cannot  pretend.' 

'*  Here  a  little  unintentional  injustice  is  done  to  my  letter,  in  which 
it  is  distinctly  stated  more  than  once,  for  reasons  set  forth  at  lengthand 
very  partially  controverted  by  you,  that  the  Government  of  the  Cnitri 
States  considered  the  condition  of  Ouba  *  as  mainly  an  American  qu^ 
tion,'  in  which  they  had  a  very  deep  interest  and  you  a  very  linaitedoi* 
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Not  only  was  no  attempt  whatever  made  to  conceal  this  doctrine,  but  it 
was  fullv  avowed  and  reasoned  out  in  my  letter  of  the  1st  December, 
1852. 

"  To  meet  one  of  the  chief  grounds  on  which  the  United  States  rest 
this  claim,  that  of  geographical  proximity,  after  some  local  allusions, 
of  which  1  do  not  perceive  the  exa43t  bearing,  you  observe,  in  effect,  that 
Cuba  is  somewhat  nearer  to  Jamaica  than  it  is  to  the  nearest  part  of  the 
United  States,  and  you  consider  this  as  showing  that  we  cannot  have 
a  greater  interest  in  the  island  than  you  have.  Now,  if  Jamaica  bore 
the  same  relation  to  Great  Britain  which  our  States  on  and  near  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  bear  to  the  rest  of  the  American  Union,  your  reply  to 
my  argument  would  be  good.  But  the  direct  reverse  is  the  case.  Ja- 
maica is  a  distant  colony,  whose  entire  population  (of  which  not  more 
than  one  tenth  is  of  European  origin)  does  not  exceed  that  of  an  P^nglish 
city  of  the  second  class.  It  is,  as  I  perceive  from  your  speech  of  the  4th 
August,  a  burden  on  the  imperial  treasury.  It  must  in  its  present  state 
stand  high  on  the  list  of  the  colonies,  which  (as  appears  from  Lord  Grey's 
recent  work  on  the  colonial  policy  of  your  administration)  are  regarded 
by  more  than  one  active  and  influential  party  in  England  as  incum- 
brances of  which  she  ought  to  get  rid,  if  she  could  do  so  with  credit. 
How  different,  in  all  respects,  the  case  with  the  States  lying  on  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico !  In  extent  of  sea-coast,  in  the  amount  of  valuable  products 
furnished  to  the  world's  commerce,  in  the  command  of  rivers  which 
penetrate  the  heart  of  the  continent,  they  are  a  most  important,  as  they 
are  an  integral  portion  of  the  Union.  They  are  numerically  all  but  a 
sixth  part  of  it.  The  very  illustratian  made  use  of  by  you  strikingly 
confirms  instead  of  confuting  the  doctrine  that  ^  the  condition  of  Cuba 
is  mainly  an  American  question.' 

"  This  proposition  could  be  enforced  by  other  strong  arguments  be- 
sides those  adduced  in  my  letter  of  1st  December ;  but  as  those  argu- 
ments, with  the  exception  just  commented  upon,  have  not  been  nfet  by 
you,  I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  enlarge  upon  the  topic. 

*'But  though  the  United  States  certainly  consider  that  they  have  'an 
interest  in  the  condition  of  Cuba  to  which  Great  Britain  and  France 
cannot  pretend,'  it  is  not,  either  in  my  letter,  nor  in  any  other  American 
state  paper  within  my  recollection,  assumed  that  Great  Britain  and 
France  have  ^no  interest  in  the  maintenance  in  the  present  statu  quo^ 
and  that  the  United  States  alone  have  a  right  to  a  voice  in  the  matter.' 
Our  doctrine  is,  not  that  we  have  an  absolutely  exclusive  interest  in 
the  subject,  but  that  we  have  a  far  deeper  and  more  immediate  interest 
than  France  or  England  can  possibly  lay  claim  to.  A  glance  at  the 
map,  one  would  think,  would  satisfy  every  impartial  mind  of  this  truth. 

''In  order  to  establish  for  France  and  England  an  equal  interest  with 
the  United  States  in  the  condition  of  Cuba,  you  say:  'Great  Britain  is 
in  possession,  by  treaty,  of  the  island  of  Trinidad,  which,  in  the  last 
century,  was  a  colony  of  Spain.  France  was  in  possession  at  the  com- 
mencement of  this  century  of  Louisiana  by  voluntary  cession  of  Spain.' 
It  is  true  that  Spain  was  compelled  by  France  to  cede  Trinidad  to 
Great  Britain  by  the  treaty  of  Amiens.  If,  while  this  cession  was  in 
agitation — as  it  was  for  some  time — the  United  States  and  any  other 
neutral  power  (if  there  was  any  other),  had  exerted  themselves  to  de- 
feat it,  and  had  invited  you  and  France  to  bind  yourselves  by  a  per- 
petual compact  never  to  acquire  it,  the  interference,  I  apprehend,  would 
have  been  regarded  as  worse  than  gratuitous.  I  cannot  see  why  we 
have  not  as  good  a  right  to  obtain,  if  we  can,  from  Spain,  the  voluntary 
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cession  of  Cuba,  as  you  had  to  accept  the  compulsory  cession  of  Trini- 
dad, which  is,  by  position  and  strength,  the  Cuba  of  the  southeastern 
Antilles. 

"France  was,  as  you  say,  at  the  beginning  of  this  century  in  i>osses- 
sion  of  Louisiana  by  the  voluntary  cession  of  Spain.     This  possession, 
however  (nominal  at  best),  did  not  take  place  till  seven  mouths  after 
France  had  sold  Louisiana  to  the  United  States  for  eighty  milliona  of 
francs,  and  it  lasted  only  from  the  30th  November  to  the  20th  Decem- 
ber, 1803.    The  object  of  France  in  acquiring  Louisiana  was  to  re-es- 
tablish herself  in  the  interior  of  this  country 5  an  object,  I  need  not 
say,  as  menacing  to  your  North  American  possessions  as  to  the  United 
States.    Is  it  possible  you  can  think  such  a  possession  of  Louisiana  for 
such  a  purpose  a  suiiicient  ground  on  the  part  of  Franca  for  interfering 
with  our  relations  with  Cuba!    May  she,  a  European  power,  without 
consulting  us,  obtain  from  Spain  in  1800  a  cession  of  half  the  habit- 
able portion  of  North  America,  a  cession  which  threw  her  for  fifteen 
hundred  miles  on  our  western  frontier,  and  not  only  shut  us  out  from 
the  Pacific,  but  enabled  her  to  close  the  Mississippi;  and  is  it  so  veij 
unreasonable  in  us  to  decline  her  invitation  to  bind  ourselves  for  all 
time  not  to  accept  the  cession  of  an  island  which  lies  within  twenty- 
iive  leagues  of  our  coast?    Does  she  even  derive  her  right  thus  to  con- 
trol our  relations  with  (3uba  in  1853  from  her  twenty  days'  possession 
of  Louisiana  in  1803!    What  can  be  clearer  than  that,  whatever  right 
accrued  to  her  from  that  three  weeks'  possession  (which  was  a  mere 
ceremonial  affair,  to  give  form  to  the  transfer  of  the  province  to  the 
United  States),  must  have  passed  to  us  by  that  transfer,  followed  by 
our  actual  possession  and  occupation  for  half  a  century  t 

''  You  observe  that  *Lord  Malmesbury  and  M.  Turgot  put  forward,  as 
a  reason  for  entering  into  the  proposed  compact,  the  attacks  which  had 
been  made  on  the  Island  of  Cuba  by  lawless  bands  of  adventurers  from 
the  Uhited  States,  and  with  the  avowed  design  of  taking  possession  of 
that  island,'  and  to  this  reason  you  add,  *Mr.  Everett  replies  in  these 
terms :  *  The  President  is  convinced  that  the  conclusion  of  such  a  treaty, 
instead  of  putting  a  stop  to  these  lawless  proceedings,  would  give  a  neV 
and  powerful  impulse  to  them,'  and  this  argument  you  call  *not  only 
unfounded  but  disquieting.' 

"After  acknowledging,  rather  coldly,  1  think,  the  conduct  of  the  late 
President  in  disavowing  and  discouraging  the  lawless  enterprises  re- 
ferred to,  you  reproachfully  pronounce  my  remark  just  cited  *a  uielan- 
choly  avowal  for  the  chief  of  a  free  state';  and  you  seem  to  intimate:, 
without  expressly  saying  so,  that  it  implies,  on  the  part  of  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  an  insensibility  *to  the  value  of  the  eternal  laws 
of  right  and  wrong,  of  peace  and  friendship,  and  of  duty  to  our  neigh- 
bor, which  ought  to  guide  every  Christian  nation.'  You  also  take  oc- 
casion, in  reference  to  the  same  remark,  to  impress  upon  the  people  of 
the  United  States  *  the  utility  of  those  rules  for  the  observance  of  inter 
national  relations,  which  for  centuries  have  been  known  to  Europe  by 
the  name  of  the  law  of  nations.  Among  the  commentators  on  that 
law  (you  continue)  some  of  the  most  distinguished  American  citizens 
have  earned  an  enviable  reputation,  and  it  is  difficult  to  supi>o6e  the 
United  States  would  set  the  example  of  abrogating  its  most  sacred 
provisions.' 

"I  suppose  no  one  in  Eurdpe  or  America  will  think  the  intended  force 
of  this  rebuke  mitigated  by  the  diplomatic  reservation  contained  in  the 
last  two  lines.    Let  us  then  inquire  for  a  moment  if  it  is  well  deserved. 

574 


CHAP.  IILJ  "accretion,  NOT    COLONIZATION."  [§  72. 

"The  expeditious  to  which  you  allude  as  calculated  to  excite  the 
.*  reprobation  of  every  civilized  state,'  were  discounteuanced  by  the 
President  in  every  constitutional  and  legal  way.  The  utmost  vigilance 
was  at  all  times  employed,  but,  unhappily  for  the  adventurers  them- 
selves, without  eflect.  In  this  there  is  matter  neither  for  wonder  nor 
reproach.  The  territory  of  the  United  States  is  but  little  less  than  the 
whole  of  Europe;  while  their  population  is  not  quite  equal  to  that  of 
the  United  Kingdom,  and  their  standing  military  force  small  and  scat- 
tered over  an  immensely  extensive  frontier.  Our  Government,  like 
that  of  England,  is  one  of  law;  and  there  is  a  great  similarity  between 
the  laws  of  the  two  countries  which  prohibit  military  expeditions 
against  the  possessions  of  friendly  powers.  In  fact,  your  foreign  en- 
listment act  of  1819  was  admitted  by  Mr.  Canning  to  have  been 
founded  in  part  on  our  neutrality  law  of  the  preceding  year.  Of  the 
two,  1  believe  our  laws  are  the"  more  stringent;  but  it  is  somewhat 
difficult  to  enforce  them  in  both  countries. 

•'These  expeditions,  got  up  in  the  United  States  by  a  Spanish  general, 
and  supposed  to  indicate  a  lawless  disposition  on  the  part  of  the  Ameri- 
can people,  comprised  a  very  small  number  of  persons,  some  of  whom 
were  foreigners,  enjoying  the  same  freedom  of  action  in  the  United 
States  that  refugees  from  every  part  of  the  continent  enjoy  in  England. 
The  same  reproach  w^hich  is  east  upon  us  for  these  expeditions  is  at 
'  this  moment  cast  upon  England  by  the  continental  powers.  Events 
which  have  occurred  in  London  since  your  disx)atch  was  written  strik- 
ingly illustrate  the  difficulty  and  the  risk,  under  constitutional  Govern- 
ments, of  preventing  abuses  of  that  hosj)itality  which  it  is  the  privilege 
and  boast  of  such  Governments  to  extend  to  all  who  seek  it. 

*' There  is,  no  doubt,  widely  prevalent  in  this  country,  a  feeling 
that  the  people  of  Cuba  are  justly  disaffected  to  the  Government  of 
Spain.  A  recent  impartial  French  traveler,  M.  Ampere,  confirms  this 
impression.  All  the  ordinary  political  rights  enjoyed  in  free  countries 
are  denied  to  the  people  of  that  island.  The  Government  is,  iu  princi- 
ple, the  worst  form  of  despotism,  namely,  absolute  authority  delegated 
to  a  military  viceroy,  and  supported  by  an  army  from  abroad.  I  speak 
of  the  nature  of  the  Government,  and  not  of  the  individuals  by  whom 
it  is  administered,  for  I  have  formed  a  very  favorable  opinion  of  the 
personal  character  of  the  present  captain-general,  as  of  one  or  two  of 
his  predecessors.  Of  the  bad  faith  and  the  utter  disregard  of  treaties 
with  which  this  bad  government  is  administered,  your  committees  on 
the  slave-trade  have  spoken  plainly  enough  at  the  late  session  of  Par- 
liament. Such  being  the  state  of  things  in  Cuba,  it  does  not  seem  to 
me  very  extraordinary  or  reproachful  that,  throughout  the  United 
States,  a  handful  <tf  misguided  young  men  should  be  found,  ready  to 
join  a  party  of  foreigners,  headed  by  a  Spanish  General,  who  was  able 
to  persuade  them,  not  as  you  view  it,  'by  armed  invasion  to  excite  the 
obedient  to  revolt  and  the  tranquil  to  disturbance,'  but,  as  they  were 
led  to  believe,  to  aid  an  oppressed  people  in  their  struggle  for  freedom. 
There  is  no  reason  to  doubt  that  there  are,  at  this  moment,  as  many 
persons,  foreigners  as  well  as  natives,  iu  England,  who  entertain  these 
feelings  and  opinions  as  in  the  United  States;  and  if  Great  Britain 
lay  at  a  distance  of  one  hundred  and  ten  miles  from  Cuba,  instead  of 
thirty-five  hundred,  you  might  not,  with  all  your  repressive  force,  find 
it  easy  to  prevent  a  small  steamer,  disguised  as  a  trading  vessel,  from 
slipping  off  from  an  ontport  in  the  night  on  an  unlawful  enterprise. 
The  expedition  of  General  Torrijos,  in  1831,  as  far  as  illegality  is  cou- 
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cerued,  is  the  parallel  of  that  of  General  Lopez.  It  was  fitted  out  in 
the  Thames,  witliout  intermptioii  till  the  last  moment,  and  though  it 
then  fell  under  the  grasp  of  the  police,  its  members  succeeded  in  escap- 
ing to  Spain,  where,  for  some  time,  they  found  shelter  at  Gibraltar.  It 
is  declared,  in  the  last  number  of  the  Quarterly  Beview,  to  be  ^notori- 
ous that  associations  have  been  formed  in  London  for  the  subversion 
of  dynasties  with  which  England  is  at  peace;  that  arms  have  been  pur- 
chased and  loans  proposed;  that  ^'central  committees"  issue  orders 
from  England,  and  that  Messrs.  Mazzini  and  Kossuth  have  established 
and  preside  over  boards  of  regency  for  the  Koman  States  and  Hungary, 
and  for  the  promotion  of  revolution  in  every  part  of  the  world.'  1  have 
before  me  a  list,  purporting  to  be  taken  from  a  Prussian  police  gazette, 
of  fifteen  associations  of  continental  refugees  organized  in  London,  and 
now  in  action,  for  the  above-mentioned  purposes. 

''When  these  things  are  considered,  the  fact  that,  in  the  course  of 
four  or  five  years,  two  inconsiderable  and  abortive  eflbrts  have  been 
made  from  the  United  States,  though  deeply  to  be  lamented  aud  sternly 
to  be  condemned,  as  a  violation  of  municipal  and  international  law,  does 
not  appear  to  me  so  'shocking'  as  it  seems  to  be  thought  by  you.  It 
does  not,  in  my  judgment,  furnish  any  ground  for  the  reproaches  it  has 
drawn  upon  the  Government  and  people  of  the  United  States.  Nor  does 
the  remark  in  my  letter  of  the  1st  December,  that  a  disposition  to  engage 
in  such  enterprises  would  be  increased  rather  than  diminished  by  oar 
accession  to  the  proposed  convention,  strike  me  as '  a  melancholy  avowal,' 
as  you  pronounce  it,  on  the  part  of  the  President.  You  forget  the  claf^s 
from  which  such  adventurers  are  in  all  countries  enlisted — the  young,  the 
reckless,  the  misinformed.  What  other  eflfect  could  be  expect e<l  to  be 
produced  on  this  part  of  the  population  by  being  told  that  their  own 
Government,  in  disregard  of  the  most  obvious  public  interests  as  well 
as  of  the  most  cherished  historical  traditions,  hsid  entered  into  a  com- 
pact with  two  foreign  powers  to  guarantee  the  perpetuity  of  the  system 
under  which  Cuba  now  sufiersf  Does  not  Lonl  Howden,  the  English 
minister  at  Madrid,  make  a  very  similar  avowal  in  his  letter  of  the  3(hh 
May  last,  addressed  to  the  Spanish  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  when  he 
says,  'I  cannot  conclude  without  expressing  my  deep  regret,  that  tbe 
course  of  Spain  is  such  as  to  produce  a  general  alienation  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  English  public,  out  of  which  will  most  infallibly  result  a  state 
of  feeling  whick  no  Government  can  control  or  oppose?^ 

"  The  idea  that  a  convention  like  that  proposed  was  a  measure  nat- 
urally called  for,  in  consequence  of  these  lawless  expeditions,  seems  to 
rest  upon  an  entire  misconception  of  the  present  state  of  the  law  in  the 
United  States,  and  of  our  treaty  relations  with  Spain.  Our  treaties 
with  that  Government  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  forbid  all 
such  enterprises.  The  tripartite  convention  would  have  added  nothing 
to  their  unlawfulness.  If  we  had  been  desirous  of  multiplying  objec- 
tions, we  might  well  have  complained  that  the  acts  of  a  Very  small 
number  of  rash  young  men,  citizens  and  foreigners,  should  be  put  for- 
ward by  two  of  the  leading  powers  of  Europe,  as  the  main  reason  why 
we  should  be  expected  to  enter  into  a  strange  compact  with  those  powers, 
binding  ourselves  never  to  make  a  lawful  and  honorable  acquisition  of 
Cuba.  There  is  no  logical  connection  between  the  ideas,  aud  there  is 
something  bordering  upon  the  offensive  in  their  association. 

"  Consider,  too,  the  recent  antecedents  of  the  powers  that  invite  us 
to  disable  ourselves  to  the  end  of  time  from  the  acquisition  in  any  w»v 
of  this  natural  appendage  to  our  continent.    France,  within  the  past 
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century,  to  say  nothing  of  the  acquisition  of  Louisiana,  has  wrested  a 
moiety  of  Europe  from  its  native  sovereigns;  has  possessed  herself,  by 
force  of  arms,  and  at  the  time  greatly  to  the  discontent  of  England,  of 
six  hundred  miles  of  the  northern  coast  of  Africa,  with  an  indefinite 
extension  into  the  interior;  and  has  appropriated  to  herself  one  of  the 
most  important  insular  grou])S  of  the  Pacific.  England,  not  to  mention 
her  other  numerous  recent  acquisitions  in  every  part  of  the  globe,  ha«, 
even  since  your  dispatch  of  the  16th  February  was  written,  annexed 
half  of  the  Burman  Empire  to,  her  overgrown  Indian  possessions,  on 
grounds — if  the  statements  in  Mr.  Cobden's  pamphlet  are  to  be  relied 
on — compared  with  which  the  reasons  assigned  by  Russia  for  invading 
Turkey  are  respectable. 

"The  United  States  do  not  require  to  be  advised  of  *the  utility  of 
those  rules  for  the  observance  of  international  relations  which  for  cen- 
turies have  been  known  to  Europe  by  the  name  of  the  law  of  nations.' 
They  are  known  and  obe\ed  by  us  under  the  same  venerable  name. 
Certain  Circumstances  in  our  history  have  caused  them  to  be  studied 
more  generally  and  more  anxiously  here  than  in  Europe.    From  the 
breaking  out  of  the  wars  of  the  French  revolution  to  the  year  1812, 
the  United  States  knew  the  law  of  nations  only  as  the  victims  of  its 
systematic  violation  by  the  great  maritime  powers  of  Europe.    For 
these  violation  on  the  part  of  England,  prior  to  L794,  indemnification 
was  made  under  the  seventh  article  of  Jay's  treaty.    For  similar  injur- 
ies on  the  part  of  France,  we  were  compelled  to  accept  an  illusory  set- 
off under  the  convention  of  1800.    A  few  years  only  elapsed  before  a 
new  warfare  upon  our  neutral  rights  was  commenced  by  the  two  powers* 
One  hundred  millions  at  least  of  American  property  were  swept  from 
the  seas,  under  British  orders  in  council,  and  the  French,  Berlin,  and 
Milan  decrees.    These  orders  and  decrees  were  at  the  time  reciprocally 
declared  to  be  in  contravention  of  the  law  of  nations  by  the  two  powers 
themselves,  each  speaking  of  the  measures  of  the  other  party.    In  1831, 
after  the  generation  of  the  original  sufferers  had  sunk  under  their  ruined 
fortunes  to  the  grave,  France  acknowledged  her  decrees  to  have  been 
of  that  character  by  a  late  and  par  tial  measure  of  indemnification.    For 
our  enormous  losses  under  the  British  orders  in  council,  we  not  only 
never  received  indemnification,  but  the  sacrifices  and  sufferings  of  war 
were  added  to  these  spoliations  on  our  commerce  and  invasion  of  our 
neutral  rights  which  led  to  its  declaration.    Those  orders  were  at  the 
time  regarded  by  the  Lansdownes,  the  Barings,  the  Broughams,  and 
the  other  enlightened  statesmen  of  the  school  to  which  you  belong  as 
a  violation  of  right  and  justice  as  well  as  sound  policy;  and  within  a 
very  few  years  ihe  present  distinguished  lord  chief  justice,  placed  by 
yourself  at  the  head  ot  the  tribunals  of  England,  has  declared  that 
Hhe  orders  in  council  were  grievously  unjust  to  neutrals,  and  it  is  now 
generally  allowed  that  they  were  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations  and  our 
awn  municipal  law!^ 

"That  I  call,  my  lord,  to  borrow  your  expression,  *a  melancholy 
avowal'  for  the  chief  of  the  jurisprudence  of  a  great  Empire,  though 
highly  creditable  for  the  candor  with  which  it  is  made.  Acts  of  its 
sovereign  authority,  countenanced  by  its  Parliament,  rigidly  executed 
by  its  fleets  on  every  sea,  enforced  in  the  courts  of  admiralty  by  a  magis- 
trate whose  learning  and  eloquence  are  among  the  modern  glories  of 
England,  persisted  in  till  the  lawful  commerce  of  a  neutral  and  kindred 
nation  was  annihilated,  and  pronounced  by  the  highest  legal  authority. 
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of  the  present  day  coiitiary,  uot  merely  to  the  law  of  nations,  but  yonr 
own  municipal  law! 

"Under  these  circumstances^  the  Government  and  people  of  the 
United  States,  who  have  never  committed  or  sanctioned  a  violation  of 
the  law  of  nations  against  any  other  power,  may  well  think  it  ontof 
place  that  they  should  be  instructed  by  an  English  minister  in  ^  the 
utility  of  those  rules  which  for  centuries  have  been  known  to  Europe 
by  the  name  of  the  law  of  nations.' 

"There  are  several  other  points  in  your  dispatch,  some  of  great  pub- 
lic moment,  which,  if  I  were  still  in  office,  I  should  discuss  on  this  oc- 
casion. I  have,  however,  deemed  it  proper,  at  present,  to  confine  myself 
to  such  remarks  as  seemed  necessary  to  vindicate  my  letter  of  the  1st 
December  from  your  strictures,  leaving  the  new  aspects  of  the  case 
which  your  dispatch  presents,  especially  in  its  opening  and  closiiig 
paragraphs,  to  those  whose  official  duty  it  is  to  consider  them. 

"You  will  not,  I  hope,  misapprehend  the  spirit  iu  which  this  letter 
is  written.  As  an  American  citizen,  1  do  not  covet  the  acquisition  of 
Cuba,  either  peaceably  or  by  force  of  arms.  When  1  cast  my  thoughts 
back  upon  our  brief  history  as  a  nation,  I  certainly  am  not  led  to  think 
that  the  United  States  have  reached  the  final  limits  of  their  growth^ 
or,  what  comes  to  very  much  the  same  thing,  that  representative  gov- 
ernment, religious  equality,  the  trial  by  jurj',  the  freedom  of  the  press, 
and  the  other  great  attributes  of  our  Anglo-Norman  civilization  are 
never  to  gain  a  further  extension  iu  this  hemisphere.  I  regard  the  in- 
quiry under  what  political  organization  this  extension  is  to  take  place, 
as  a  vain  attempt  to  penetrate  the  inscrutable  mysteries  of  the  future. 
It  will,  if  we  are  wise,  be  under  the  guidance  of  our  example.  I  hope 
it  will  be  in  virtue  of  the  peaceful  art«  by  which  well-governed  states 
extend  themselves  over  unsettled  or  partially  settled  continents.  My 
voice  was  heard,  at  the  first  opportunitj',  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  in  favor  of  developing  the  almost  boundless  resources  of  the 
territory  already  in  our  possession,  rather  than  seeking  to  enlarge  it 
by  aggressive  wars.  Still  1  cannot  think  it  reasonable — hardly  respect- 
ful— on  the  part  of  England  and  France,  while  they  are  daily  extend- 
ing themselves  on  every  shore  and  in  every  sea,  and  pushing  their  do- 
minions, by  new  conquests,  to  the  uttermost  ends  of  the  earth,  to  call 
upon  the  tlnited  States  to  bind  themselves,  by  a  perpetual  compact, 
never,  under  any  circumstances,  to  admit  into  the  Union  an  island 
whiph  lies  at  their  doors,  and  commands  the  entrance  into  the  interior 
of  their  continent." 

Mr.  Everett  to  Lord  John  Rassell,  Boston,  Sept.  17,  18S3,  Pamph.  Ed.     See  re- 
view by  Mr.  Trescot,  in  9  Soath.  Quar.  ReV.,  N.  S.,  Apr.,  1854,  429. 

On  July  2,  1866,  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Aflfiairs 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  reported  a  bill  to  the  eflPect,  that  when 
the  Department  of  State  should  be  oflBcially  informed  that  Great  Bnt- 
ain  and  the  several  British  provinces  in  Canada  aceejited  the  pro|Kisi- 
tion  of  annexation,  the  President  shall  declare  by  proclamation  that 
Nova  Scotia,  New  Brunswick,  Lower  Canada,  Upper  Canada,  and  the 
territories  of  Selkirk,  of  Sasketchewan,  and  of  Columbia  should  be 
admitted  into  the  United  States  as  States  and  Teiritories.  (Amer.  Ann. 
Encyclop.,  1866, 78.)  This  resolution  was  uot  acted  on,  but  on  March  27, 
1867,  a  resolution  from  the  Committee  on  Foreifjn  Affairs  was  passed 
in  the  House  without  opposition,  to  the  effect  that  the  people  of  the 

678 


CHAP.  III.]  "ACCBETION,  NOT   COLONIZATION."  [§  72. 

United  States  regarded  with  extreme  solicitade  the  confederation  pro- 
posed on  the  northern  frontier  without  the  assent  of  the  people  of  the 
provinces  to  be  confederated,  such  a  measure  being  likely  to  increase 
the  embarrassment  already  existing  between  Great  Britain  and  the 
United  States. 

Amer.  Add.  Encyclop.,  1867,  275.    2  Lawrence  Com.  sur  droit  int.,  313. 

It  is  not  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  undertake  in  Africa  the 
management  of  movements  within  the  particular  range  of  private  enter- 
prise. 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Sir  E.  Thomton,  Apr.  8, 1873.    M8S.  Notes,  Gr.  Brit. 

"The  policy  of  this  Government,  as  declared  on  many  occasions  in 
the  past,  has  tended  toward  avoidance  of  possessions  disconnected 
from  the  main  continent.  Had  the  tendency  of  the  United  States  been 
to  extend  territorial  dominion  beyond  intervening  seas,  opportunities 
have  not  been  wanting  to  effect  such  a  purpose,  whether  on  the  coast 
of  Africa,  in  the  West  Indies,  or  in  the  South  Pacific.  Ko  such  oppor- 
tunity has  been  hitherto  embraced,  and  but  little  hope  could  be  offered 
that  Congress,  which  must  in  the  ultimate  resort  be  brought  to  decide 
the  question  of  such  transmarine  jurisdiction,  would  favorably  regard 
such  an  acquisition  as  His  Excellency  proposes.  At  any  rate,  in  its 
political  aspect  merely,  this  Government  is  unprepared  to  accept  the 
proposition  without  subjection  to  such  wishes  as  Congress  and  the 
people  of  the  United  States  through  Congress  may  see  fit  to  express." 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Langston,  June  20,  1883.    M8S.  Inst., 
Hayti. 

''A  conviction  that  a  fixed  policy,  dating  back  to  the  origin  of  our 
constitutional  Government,  was  considered  to  make  it  inexpedient  to 
attempt  territorial  aggrandizement  which  would  require  maintenance 
by  a  naval  force  in  excess  of  any  yet  provided  for  our  national  uses, 
has  led  this  Gk)vemment  to  decline  territorial  acquisitions.  Even  as 
simple  coaling  stations,  such  territorial  acquisitions  would  involve 
responsibility  beyond  their  utility.  The  United  States  have  never 
deemed  it  needful  to  their  national  life  to  maintain  impregnable  for* 
tresses  along  the  world's  highways  of  commerce.  To  considerations 
such  as  these  prevailing  in  Congress  the  failure  of  the  Samana  lease 
and  the  St.  Thomas  purchase  were  doubtless  due.  During  the  years 
that  have  since  elapsed  there  has  been  no  evidence  of  a  change  in  the 
views  of  the  national  legislature  which  would  warrant  the  President  in 
setting  on  foot  new  projects  of  the  same  character.'' 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  LangBton,  Feb.  1,  1884.    MSS.  Inst., 
Hayti. 

The  proposed  annexation  of  San  Domingo  is  discussed,  «iipra,  §61; 
that  of  St.  Thomas,  supra,  §6Ia.    • 
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^'  The  policy  of  the  United  States,  declared  and  parsaed  for  more 
than  a  centary,  discoautenances  and  in  practice  forbids  distant  oolonial 
acquisitions.  Oar  action  in  the  past  touching  the  acqaisiti6n  of  terri- 
tory by  purchase  and  cession,  and  our  recorded  disincliDatiou  to  arail 
ourselves  of  voluntary  proffers  made  by  other  powers  to  place  territo- 
ries under  the  sovereignty  or  protection  of  tbe  United  States,  are  mat- 
ters of  historical  prominence." 

iir.  Bayard,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Pendleton,  Sept  7,  1885.     MSS.  InsU,  Qenn. 

^^  Maintaining,  as  I  do,  the  tenets  of  a  line  of  precedents  from  Wash- 
ington's day,  which  proscribe  entangling  alliances  with  foreign  states, 
I  do  not  favor  a  policy  of  acquisition  of  new  and  distant  territory,  or 
the  incorporation  of  remote  interests  with  our  own." 

President  Cleyeland,  First  Annual  Meaeage,  1885. 
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XXXI.    Courtesy,  fairness,  and  social  conformity  expected. 

(1)  Official  interconree,  $  107. 

(2)  Social  intercoarse,  ^  107a. 
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I.  EXECUTIVE,  THE  SOURCE  OF  DIPLOMATIC  AUTHORITT. 

§78. 

^<A  motioQ  had  been  made  in  the  Senate  on  the  5th  of  Angast,  1789, 
^  that  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  Senate  that  their  advice  and  consent  to 
the  appointment  of  officers  should  be  given  in  the  presence  of  the 
President.'  This  motion  was  postponed  till  the  next  day,  when  it  was 
ordered  'that  Mr.  Izard,  Mr.  King,  and  Mr.  Carroll  be  a  committee  to 
wait  on  the  President  of  the  United  States,  and  confer  with  him  on  the 
mode  of  communication  proper  to  be  pursued  between  him  and  the 
Senate  in  the  formation  of  treaties  and  making  appointments  to  offices.' 
The  committee  accordingly  waited  on  the  President,  and  bad  the  con- 
ference mentioned  in  the  above  letter.  It  does  not  appear,  however, 
that  the  plan  of  communicating  nominations  orally  was  adopted  in  any 
instance,  or  that  the  President  was  ever  present  when  they  were  con- 
sidered by  the  Senate.    (See  appendix  No.  V.) 

<^  In  regard  to  treaties,  a  practice  was  at  first  begnn  which  was  not 
pursued.  On  the  2l8t  of  August,  1789,  the  following  message  was  sent 
to  the  Senate,  ^The  President  of  the  United  States  will  meet  the  Sen- 
ate in  the  Senate  Chamber  at  half  past  11  o'clock  to-morrow,  to  advise 
with  them  on  the  terms  of  the  treaty  to  be  negotiated  with  the  south- 
ern Indians.'  He  accordingly  took  his  seat  in  the  Senate,  attended  by 
General  Knox,  the  Secretary  of  War,  for  two  days  in  succession,  when 
the  outlines  of  a  treaty  proposed  by  the  Secretary  were  discussed.  But 
this  practice,  being  found  inconvenient  and  subject  to  various  objections, 
particularly  in  regard  to  treaties  with  foreign  powers,  was  soon  discon- 
tinued.   (Story's  Commentaries,  vol.  iii,  p.  371.)" 

10  Washington's  Writings,  25.    Note  by  Sparks. 

'^  The  Constitution  having  declared  that  the  President  shall  naminaU 
and,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  shall  appoUd 
embassadors,  other  public  ministers,  and  consuls,  the  President  desined 
my  opinion  whether  the  Senate  has  a  right  to  negative  the  grctde  he  may 
think  it  expedient  to  use  in  a  foreign  mission,  as  well  as  the  person  to  be 
appointed. 

'^  1  think  the  Senate  has  no  right  to  negative  the  grade.^ 

Opinion  of  Mr.  Jefterson,  Apr.  24,  1790.     7  Jeff.  Works,  465. 

President  Washington's  message  to  the  Senate  of  February  18, 1791, 
relative  to  the  institution  of  a  misi^ion  to  Portugal,  and  nominating  Mri 
Humphreys  thereto,  will  be  found  in  1  Am.  State  Papers,  (For.  Rel.)  127. 

President  John  Adams's  action,  in  «»ending,  on  February  18,  179S, 
without  consulting  his  Cabinet,  the  nomination  of  Mr,  William  Vans 
Murray  to  the  Senate,  is  told  in  1  Schouler's  History  of  the  United 
States,  430. 
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On  March  24, 1818,  when  the  diplomatic  appropriation  bill  came  up 
before  tbe  Uouse  of  RepresentativeH.  Mr.  Clay  look  exception  to  the 
insertion  in  it  of  thirty  thousand  dollars  for  the  payment  of  certain 
special  commissioners  sent  by  the  President  on  a  mission  of  urgency 
to  the  South  American  states.  He  insisted  that  if  these  commissioners 
were  diplomatic  agents,  their  nomination  should  have  been  sent  to  the 
Senate  and  by  the  Senate  confirmed.  The  objection,  however,  was  met 
by  placing  the  appropriation  under  the  head  of  incidental  expenses. 
(See  as  to  other  details  of  this  mission,  supra^  §  47.) 

In  President  Monroe's  Cabinet,  on  January  2,  1820,  the  question  of 
sending  ministers  to  the  new  South  American  states  coming  up,  Mr.  J.  Q. 
Adams  argued  that  <Mt  is  not  consistent  with  our  national  dignity  to  be 
the  first  in  sending  a  minister  to  a  new  power.  It  had  not  been  done  by 
any  European  power  to  ourselves."  But  receiving  ministers  "  was,  by 
our  Constitution,  an  act  of  the  Executive's  authority.  General  Wash- 
ington "had  exercised  it  in  recognizing  .the  French  Eepublic  by  the 
reception  of  Mr.  Genest  [Genet].  Mr.  Madison  had  exercised  it  by 
declining  several  years  to  receive,  and  by  finally  receiving,  Mr.  Onis." 

4  J.  Q.  Adams'  Mem.,  206. 

Concurrence  by  the  Executive  alone  in  the  establishment  of  permanent 
inteniational  courts  for  the  adjudication  of  questions  arising  out  of  the 
slave-trade,  is  not  compatible  with  the  limitations  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Adams,   Sec,  of  State,  to  Mr.  Stratford  Canning,  Dec.  30,  1820.     MSS. 
Notes,  For.  Leg. 

'^  It  appears  that  the  Senate  have  been  discussing  the  precedents 
relating  to  the  appointment  of  public  ministers.  One  question  is 
whether  a  public  minister  be  an  officer  in  the  strict  constitutional  sense. 
If  he  is,  the  appointment  of  him  must  be  authorized  by  law^  not  by  the 
President  and  Senate.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  appointment  creates  the 
office,  the  office  must  expire  with  the  appointment,  as  an  office  created 
by  law  expires  with  the  law;  and  there  can  be  no  difference  between 
courts  to  which  a  public  minister  has  been  sent,  and  those  to  which  one 
was  sent  for  the  first  time.  According  to  my  recollection  this  subject 
was  on  some  occasions  carefully  searched  into,  and  it  was  found,  that 
the  practice  of  the  Government  had  from  the  beginning  been  regulated 
by  the  idea  that  the  places  or  offices  of  public  ministers  and  consuls 
existed  under  the  law  and  usages  of  nations,  and  were  always  open  to 
receive  appointments  a«  they  might  be  made  under  competent  anthori- 
tie8.» 

Mr.  Madison  to  Mr.  Monroe,  President,  May  6,  1822.    MSS.  Monroe  Pap.,  Dept. 
of  State.    3  Madison's  Writings,  268. 

The  question  of  the  right  of  the  Senate  to  require,  in  reference  to 
diplomatic  nominations,  documents  which  the  Executive  holds  it  incon- 
sistent with  public  policy  to  disclose,  wa«  presented  in  various  shapes 
in  the  proceedings  of  the  Senate  in  1826  in  reference  to  the  Panama 
mission.  (See  Sen.  Doc.  No.  423,  19th  Cong.,  1st  sess.;  5  Am.  State 
Pa[i.  (F'or.  Rel.),  834-870.)  The  same  question  was  acted  on  on  the  first 
session  of  the  Forty-ninth  Congress,  (1886)  President  Cleveland  declining 
to  acknowledge  the  Senate's  right  to  require  such  production. 

As  to  duties  and  need  of  U.  8.  ministers  to  foreign  coantries,  see  7  John  Adams's 
Works,  206,  257,  263,  317 ;  8  iMd.,  37,  96,  150,  381,  499  ;  9  iMd.,  513,  621. 

683  


§  78.]  DIPLOMATIC    AGENTS.  [CHAP.  IV. 

A  report  b^'  Mr.  Patterson,  of  New  Hauipshire,  ou  the  character  of 
our  foreiffn  service,  made  July  2,  1868,  is  g^iven  iu  Seuate  Eep-  Com. 
No.  154,  40th  Gong.,  2d  sess. 

That  representatives  of  this  Government  mast  be  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  see  infra,  §  113. 

The  proceedings  connected  with  the  appointment,  in  1847,  of  Mr.  Trist, 
as  confidential  agent  to  Mexico,  are  given,  infraj  §  154. 

In  October,  1861,  Mr.  Seward,  with  the  approval  of  the  President  and 
the  Cabinet,  determined  to  send  to  Europe,  as  a  confidential  bat  secret 
mission,  for  the  purpose  of  acting,  so  far  as  possible,  on  public  senti- 
ment in  respect  to  the  then  civil  war,  certain  eminent  citizens  who,  how- 
ever, were  to  receive  no  compensation  beyond  payment  of  their  ex- 
penses, and  were  not  to  deal  distinctively  with  any  foreign  Govern- 
ment, nor  to  assume  in  any  way  diplomatic  functions.  The  gentlemen 
selected  for  the  purpose  were  Archbishop  Hughes,  Bishop  McIlva]ne,Mr. 
Everett,  Mr.  Winthrop,  and  Mr.  J.  P.  Kennedy.  The  two  first  named  pro- 
ceeded at  once  on  the  mission.  The  others  were  ready  to  follow,  if  thwi 
was  thought  necessary'  by  the  Government,  asking  for  a  few  days'  delay 
for  preparation.  In  the  mean  time,  more  favorable  advices  from  Eng- 
land having  arrived,  they  were  relieved  by  Mr.  Seward  from  the  duty. 
Archbishop  Hughes  and  Bishop  Mcllvaine,  however,  entered  on  the 
service,  though  no  letters  to  or  from  them  are  ou  file  in  the  State  De- 
partment, nor  is  any  record  of  their  appointment  there  to  be  found. 

See  Thnriow  Weed's  Autobiography,  634  ;  and  fuller  statement  as  to  details, 
in  4  Winthrop's  Addresses,  &c.j  500. 

The  Secretary  of  State  has  no  power  to  appoint  a  commission  to  de- 
termine how  much  money  a  foreign  prince  shall  pay  to  counsel  in  the 
United  States  for  professional  services. 

6  Op.,  386,  Gushing,  1854. 

The  President,  under  the  Constitution,  has  power  to  appoint  diplo- 
matic agents  of  any  rank,  at  any  place,  and  at  any  time,  subject  to  the 
constitutional  limitations  in  respect  to  the  Senate.  The  authority  to 
make  such  appointments  is  not  derived  from,  and  cannot  be  limited  by, 
any  act  of  Congress,  except  in  so  far  as  appropriations  of  money  are 
required  to  provide  for  the  expenses  of  this  branch  of  the  public  servioe- 
During  the  early  administrations  of  the  Government,  the  appropriatioiis 
made  for  the  expenses  of  foreign  intercourse  were  to  be  expended  in 
the  discretion  of  the  President,  and  from  this  general  fund  ministers 
whom  the  President  saw  fit  to  name  were  paid.  Congress,  in  any  view, 
cannot  require  that  the  President  shall  make  removals  or  reapp<Hnt- 
ments  or  new  appointments  of  public  ministers  at  a  particular  time, 
nor  that  he  shall  appoint  or  maintain  ministers  of  a  prescribed  rank,  at 
particular  courts.  It  was  therefore  held  that  where  the  act  of  1S55  (10 
Stat.,  619)  declared  that  from  and  after  the  end  of  the  present  fiscal  year 
the  President  shall  appoint  envoys,  &c.,  this  was  not  to  be  construed 
to  mean  that  the  President  was  required  to  make  any  such  appointments, 
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but  only  to  determine  what  should  be  the  salanea  of  the  otBciers  in  case 
they  have  been  or  shall  be  appointed. 

7  Op.  186  (Cashing),  ia55. 

As  to  power  of  appointment  in  place  of  snspended  diplomatic  agents,  under 
tenure  of  office  act,  see  Revised  Statutes,  $$  17&7  ff, 

Spanish  viceroys,  governors,  and  captains-general  have  generally 
been  invested  with  the  jus  legationis. 

7  Op.,  551,  Cushing,  1855. 

II.  FOREIGN  MINISTERS  TO  RECOGNIZE  THE  SECRETARY  OF  STATE  AS 

SOLE  ORGAN  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE, 

§79. 

'^  There  is  no  maxim  more  clearly  settled  in  all  courts,  and  in  all  ne- 
gotiations between  nations,  than  that  sovereign  should  always  speak  to 
sovereign  and  mininter  to  minister.  I  am  not  at  all  surprised,  there- 
fore, although  I  am  much  mortified,  at  having  my  memorials  to  their 
High  Mightinesses,  and  to  His  Most  Serene  Highness,  returned  to  me, 
with  the  letter  inclosed  from  Mr.  Fagel.  I  should  have  had  a  letter  of 
recall,  signed  by  the  President  of  Congress,  by  their  order,  and  ad- 
dressed to  their  High  Mightinesses.  There  is  a  similar  irregularity  in 
my  recall  from  the  British  court ;  for,  although  my  commission  is  lim- 
ited to  three  years,  yet  my  letter  of  credence  to  His  Majesty  has  no 
limits  at  all.  If  the  omission  of  a  letter  from  Congress  to  the  King, 
upon  this  occasion,  should  not  be  taken  as  an  offense,  it  will  not  be  be- 
cause it  is  not  observed,  but  from  motives  too  humiliating  to  Congress, 
as  well  as  their  minister  here,  to  be  explained." 

Mr.  Adams  to  Mr.  Jay,  Feb.  16,  1788.     8  John  Adams'  Works,  478. 

"Minutes  of  a  conversation  between  Mr.  Jefferson,  Secretary  of 
State,  and  M.  Genet : 

"July  10,  1793. 

•  •  •  "He  asked  if  they  (Congress)  were  not  the  sovereign.  I  told 
him  no,  they  were  sovereign  in  making  laws  only,  the  Executive  was 
sovereign  in  executing  them,  and  the  judiciary  in  construing  them 
where  they  related  to  their  department.  ^  But,'  said  he,  ^  at  least  Con- 
gress are  bound  to  see  that  the  treaties  are  observed.'  I  told  him  no ; 
there  were  very  few  cases,  indeed,  arising  out  of  treaties  which  they 
could  take  notice  of;  that  the  President  is  to  see  that  treaties  are  ob- 
served. '  If  he  decides  against^  the  treaty,  to  whom  is  a  nation  to  ap- 
pealf  I  told  him  the  Constitution  had  made  the  President  the  last 
appeal.  He  made  me  a  bow,  and  said  that  indeed  he  would  not  make 
me  his  compliments  on  such  a  Constitution,  expressed  the  utmost  aston- 
ishment at  it,  and  seemed  never  before  to  have  had  such  an  idea. 

"  He  was  now  come  into  perfect  good  humor  and  coolness,  in  which 
state  he  may  with  the  greatest  freedom  be  spoken  with.  L  observed  to 
him  the  impropriety  of  his  cotiduct  in  persevering  in  measures  contrary 
to  the  will  of  the  Government,  and  that  too  within  its  limits,  wherein 
unquestionably  they  had  a  right  to  be  obeyed.  '  But,'  said  he,  *  I  have 
a  right  to  expound  the  treaty  on  our  side.'  '  Certainly,'  said  I,  '  each 
party  has  an  equal  right  to  expound  their  treaties.  You,  as  the  agent 
of  your  nation,  have  a  right  to  bring  forward  your  exposition,  to  sup- 
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port  it  by  reasons,  to  insist  on  it,  to  be  answered  with  the  reasoDS  fat 
our  exposition  where  it  is  contrary ;  but  when,  after  hearing  and  con- 
sidering your  reasons,  the  highest  authority  in  the  nation  has  decided, 
it  is  your  duty  to  say  you  think  the  decision  wrong,  that  you  cannot 
take  upon  yourself  to  admit  it,  and  will  represent  it  to  your  Govern- 
ment to  do  as  they  think  proper ;  but,'in  the  mean  time,  you  ought  to 
acquiesce  in  it,  and  to  do  nothing  within  our  limits  contrary  to  it.'" 

10  WasbiDgton's  Writings,  537. 

^'He  (the  President)  being  the  only  channel  of  communication  be- 
tween the  country  and  foreign  nations,  it  is  from  him  alone  that  foreign 
nations  or  their  agent.s  are  to  learn  what  is  or  has  been  the  will  of  the 
nation,  and  whatever  he  communicates  as  such  they  have  a  right  and 
are  bound  to  consider  as  the  expression  of  the  nation ;  and  no  foreign 
nation  can  be  allowed  to  question  it,  (nor)  to  interpose  between  him 
and  any  branch  of  government,  under  the  pretense  of  cither's  trans- 
gressing their  functions,  nor  to  make  himself  the  umpire  and  final  judge 
between  them." 

Mr.  Jeffenou,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Genet,  Nov.  2d,  1793;  1  Waiters  St.  Pap., 
198;  1  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Kel.),  184. 

<'A  foreign  minister  has  a  right  to  remonstrate  fcith  the  executive  to 
whom  he  is  accredited,  upon  any  of  those  measures  affecting  his  conn- 
try.  But  it  will  ever  be  denied  as  a  right  of  a  foreign  minister,  that  he 
should  endeavor,  by  an  address  to  the  people,  oral  or  written,  to  fore- 
stall a  depending  measure,  or  to  defeat  one  which  has  been  decided.' 

Bfr.  Randolph,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Fanchet,  Jnne  13,  1795.    MSS.  Notes,  For. 
Leg. 

That  it  is  an  impropriety  for  foreign  ministers  to  publish  criticisms 
on  the  Government  to  which  they  are  accredited,  see  1  J.  Q.  Adams 
Memoirs,  410. 

A  foreign  minister  has  no  right  to  take  official  notice  of  infon^al 
remarks  made  by  the  President  at  one  of  his  ^'  drawing-rooms.'' 

<^  What  right  had  Mr.  Onis  to  speak  upon  this  matter  to  the  Presi- 
dent at  the  drawing-room  at  all  t  He  was  treating  with  me.  I  bad 
sent  him  a  copy  of  my  full  powers,  and  received  the  copy  of  his.  l%e 
Secretary  of  State  was  the  officer  with  whom  the  negotiation  was  to 
be  conducted,  and  all  applications  to  the  President  by  Mr.  Onis  con- 
cerning it  were  improper.'' 

4  J.  Q.  Adams  Mem.,  269. 

Even  though  the  Olobe,  as  published  during  the  administration  of 
President  Jackson,  should  be  regarded  as  a  government  paper,  the  Gov- 
ernment ^^  is  and  can  be  from  the  nature  of  our  institutions  only  answer- 
able for  official  articles ;  on  all  the  rest  the  Globe  is  as  independent  of  tbe 
Executive  as  any  other  gazette."  Hence,  the  Government,  as  such, 
cannot  be  properly  called  on  by  Eussia  to  explain  the  insertion  of  ar- 
ticles in  the  Globe  injurious  to  Eussia  in  relation  to  Poland,  or  the  pnb- 
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lication  of  what  Rassia  may  consider  iuaccarate  and  unjust  reports  from 
France  or  England  of  Russian  affairs. 

Mr.  Livingston,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Buchanan,  Jan.  2,  1833.    MSS.  Inst., 
Russia.     See  also  1  Curtis'  Buchanan,  175. 

"The  first  reflection  produced  by  Mr.  Serurier's  note  is  that  it  brings 
into  discussion  the  propriety  of  a  message  of  the  President  to  Congress, 
for  the  contents  of  which,  until  the  recommendations  it  contains  are 
adopted  by  Congress,  the  United  States  are  not  responsible  to  foreign 
Governments.  li\  in  the  iierformance  of  his  constitutional  duty,  the 
President  had  recommended  a  declaration  of  war  against  France,  it  is 
to  be  presumed  that  France  would  not  have  made  war  upon  the  United 
States,  until  Congress,  to  whom  exclusively  belongs  the  power,  had 
decided  to  declare  war  against  her,  and  however  prudence  would  have 
required  a  preparation,  or  even  action,  on  her  part,  the  French  Govern- 
ment would  scarcely  have  expected  to  make  it  a  subject  of  diplomatic 
discussion.  As  one  of  its  branches,  the  Chief  Magistrate,  in  his  mes- 
sages, commits  the  Government  to  foreign  nations  no  more  than  the 
two  houses  of  Congress  can,  by  their  separate  action,  and  it  would  be 
a  most  extraordinary  movement  of  the  foreign  power  to  discuss  the 
resolutions  of  either  house  of  Congress,  or  of  both,  if  passed  by  less 
than  two-thirds,  and  not  approved  by  the  President,  as  if  those  resolu- 
tions were  causes  of  complaint  against  the  United  States,  to  be  sub- 
jects of  discussion  with  the  Executive.  The  President  corresponds  with 
foreign  Governments,  through  their  diplomatic  agents,  as  the  organ  of 
the  nation.  As  such  he  speaks  for  the  nation.  In  his  messages  to 
Congress  he  speaks  only  for  the  Executive  to  the  legislature.  He  rec- 
ommends, and  his  recommendations  are  powerless,  unless  followed  by 
legislative  action.  No  discussion  of  them  can  be  x>ermitted.  All  allu- 
sions to  them,  made  with  a  design  to  mark  an  anticipated  or  actual 
difference  of  opinion  between  the  Executive  and  legislature,  are  indel- 
icate in  themselves,  and  if  made  to  prejudice  public  opinion,  will  imme- 
diately recoil  upon  those  who  are  so  indiscreet  as  to  indulge  them.  If 
they  contain  anything  injurious  to  foreign  nations,  the  means  of  self- 
Jnstification  are  in  their  own  power  without  interposing  between  the 
different  branches  of  this  Government — an  interposition  which  can 
never  be  made,  even  by  those  who  do  not  comprehend  the  true  charac- 
ter of  the  Government  and  the  people  of  the  United  States,  without 
forfeiting  the  respect  of  both.'^ 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Livingston,  Mar.  6, 1835.  MSS.  Inst.,  France. 
See  infra,  }  318. 

When  the  French  Government,  in  1835,  made  the  payment  of  the 
French  spoliation  indemnity  depend  upon  an  explanation  being  offered 
of  President  Jackson's  message  of  December,  1834,  reflecting  on  the 
course  of  France  (see  ivfra,  §  318),  Mr.  Edward  Livingston,  then  min- 
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ister  at  Paris,  addressed  to  the  Due  de  Broglie,  French  minister  for 
foreifcn  affairs,  a  note  in  which  is  the  following? : 

"Tbe  President,  as  the  chief  ex4?ciitive  power,  mast  have  a  free  and 
entirely  unfettered  conimniiication  with  the  co-ordinate  powers  of  the 
Government.  As  the  organ  of  intercourse  with  other  nations,  he  is  the 
only  source  from  which  a  knowledge  of  our  relations  can  be  conveyed 
to  the  legislative  branches.  It  results  from  this  that  the  utmost  free- 
dom from  all  restraint,  in  the  details  into  which  he  is  obliged  to  enter 
of  international  concerns  and  of  the  measures  in  relation  to  them,  is 
essential  to  the  proper  performance  of  this  important  part  of  his  func- 
tions. •  •  •  Were  any  foreign  powers  permitted  to  scan  the  com- 
munications of  the  Executive,  their  complaints,  whether  real  or  affected, 
would  involve  the  country  in  coutinual  controversies;  for,  the  right 
being  acknowledged,  it  would  be  a  duty  to  exercise  it  by  demanding  a 
disavowal  of  every  phrase  they  might  deem  oflfensive,  and  an  explana- 
tion of  every  word  to  which  an  improper  interpretation  could  be  given. 
The  principle,  therefore,  has  been  adopted,  that  no  foreign  power  haa 
a  right  to  ask  for  explanations  of  anything  that  the  President,  in  the 
exercise  of  his  functions,  thinks  proper  to  communicate  to  Congress,  or 
of  any  course  he  may  advise  them  to pursue.  This  rule  is  not  applicable 
to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  alone,  but,  in  common  with 
it,  to  all  those  in  which  the  consfitutional  powers  are  distributed  into 
different  branches.  No  such  nation,  desirous  of  avoiding  foieign  in- 
fluence or  foreign  interference  in  its  councils — no  such  nation,  possess- 
ing a  due  sense  of  its  dignity  and  independence,  can  long  submit  to  the 
consequences  of  this  interference.  •  •  •  If  the  principle  is  correct, 
every  communication  which  the  President  makes,  in  relation  to  our  for- 
eign affairs,  either  to  the  Congress  or  to  the  public,  ought  in  prudence 
to  be  previously  submitted  to  those  ministers,  in  order  to  avoid  dis- 
putes and  troublesome  and  humiliating  explanations." 

Hani's  Life  of  Liviagston,  401,402. 

Communications  of  the  President  to  Congress  and  the  debates  of  Con- 
gress are  domestic  matters,  concerning  which  this  Department  will  not 
entertain  the  criticisms  or  answer  the  questions  of  foreign  sovereigns. 

Mr.  Bnchanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Rosa,  Feb.  15, 1849.     MSS.  Notes,  Mex. 

A  foreign  minister,  accredited  to  the  United  States,  has  no  right  to 
<^  ask  explanations  from  the  President  concerning  the  debates  or  proceed- 
ings of  Congress,  or  any  message  which  he  may  transmit  to  either  hoase 
in  the  exercise  of  his  constitntional  po\^r  and  dnty.  In  a  note  toM.  de 
la  Rosa,  minister  of  Mexico,  from  Mr.  Buchanan,  Secretary  of  State, 
February  15, 1849,  it  is  said :  '^  So  far  as  regards  the  debates  or  pro- 
ceedings of  Congress,  this  is  the  first  occasion  on  which  it  has  become 
necessary  to  address  the  representative  of  any  foreign  Government 
Not  so  in  relation  to  the  messages  of  the  President  to  Congress.  Mr. 
Castillo,  one  of  your  predecessors,  in  a  note  of  the  11th  of  December, 
1835,  to  Mr.  Forsyth,  the  Secretary  of  State,  called  upon  him  for  an  ex- 
planation of  the  meaning  of  a  paragraph,  relating  to  Mexico,  contained 
in  President  Jackson's  annual  message  to  Congress,  of  December,  1835. 
Mr.  Forsyth,  in  his  answer  of  16th  December,  1835,  told  Mr.  Castillo 
that  *  remarks  made  by  the  President  in  a  message  to  Congress  are  not 
deemed  a  proper  subject  upon  which  to  enter  into  explanation  with  the 
representative  of  a  foreign  Government.'  Mr.  Livingston,  then  our  min- 
ister to  France,  on  13th  of  January,  1835,  informed  the  French  minister 
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of  foreign  affairs  that  iu  the  message  of  President  Jackson  to  Congress 
of  the  previous  December,  'there  was  nothing  addressed  to  the  French 
nation' :  and  he  likened  it  very  properlj-  to  a  proceeding  well  known  in 
French  law — a  family  council,  in  which  their  concerns  and  interests  are 
discussed,  but  of  which,  in  our  case,  the  debates  were  necessarily  pub- 
lic.''   (Annual  message  of  the  President,  &c.,  1849-'50,  i)art  1,  p.  71.) 

"  Mr.  Webster,  Secretary  of  State,  wrote  to  the  same  Mexican  minis- 
ter, February  21,  1851:  'The  undersigned  flattered  himself  that  after 
the  expression  of  the  sentiments  of  the  Government  contained  in  the 
note  of  Mr.  Buchanan  to  M.  de  la  liosa,  of  15th  February,  1849,  M.  de 
la  Eosa  would  have  abstained  from  making  a  message  of  the  President 
to  either  house  of  Congress  a  subject  of  diplomatic  representation." 

Lawrence's  Wheaton  (ed.  1863),  385. 

The  President's  communications  to  Congress  are  matters  of  domestic 
concern  which  are  not  within  the  range  of  the  official  notice  of  foreign 
sovereigns. 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec,  of  State,  to  Mr.  HUlsemann,  Dec.  21, 1850.    M8S.  Notes,  Germ. 
St.    See,  for  this  letter  in  fuU,  »iipra,  $  47. 

''The  President's  annual  message  is  a  communication  from  the  Ex- 
ecutive to  the  legislative  branch  of  the  Government ;  an  internal  trans- 
action, with  which  it  is  not  deemed  proper  or  respectful  for  foreign 
powers  or  their  representatives  to  interfere,  or  even  to  resort  to  it  as 
the  basis  of  a  diplomatic  correspondence.  It  is  not  a  document  ad- 
dressed to  foreign  Governments." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Herran,  Deo.  22, 1856.    MSS.  Notes,  Colombia. 
To  same  effect  see  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Preston,  Dec.  12,  1870.    MSS. 
Notes,  Hayti. 

During  Mr.  Buchanan's  administration, in  1857,  he  held  certain  '' confi- 
dential conferences"  with  Lord  Napier  on  questions  concerning  Central 
America.  The  misunderstandings  that  followed  these  interviews  (see 
Lord  Napier  to  General  Cass,  Apr.  12,  1858;  Br.  and  For.  St.  Pap., 
1857-'58,  vol.  48,  651)  are  further  illustrations  of  the  wisdom  of  the 
position  taken  by  Mr.  Monroe,  and  followed  b.v  other  Presidents,  to  hold 
no  official  intercourse  with  foreign  ministers  except  through  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  the  Secretary's  action  not  binding  the  Governments  con- 
cerned unless  when  in  the  shape  of  notes  or  of  reports  of  interviews  re- 
duced to  writing  and  assented  to  by  both  parties.  As  further  illustra- 
tions of  the  position  above  stated,  see  Lord  Napier's  report  of  Mr. 
Buchanan's  informal  talk  in  British  and  Foreign  State  Papers,  utsupraj 
755.     See  also  as  to  danger  of  oral  communication,  in/raj  §  895. 

*'  This  Department  is  the  legal  organ  of  communication  between  ther 
President  of  the  United  States  and  foreign  countries.  All  foreign 
powers  recognize  it  and  transmit  their  communications  through  it, 
through  the  dispatches  of  our  ministers  abroad,  or  their  own  diplomatic 
representatives  residing  near  this  Government.  These  communications 
are  submitted  to  the  President,  and,  when  proper,  are  replied  to  under 
his  direction  by  the  Secretary  of  State.  This  mutual  correspondence  is 
recorded  and  preserved  in  the  archives  of  this  Department.    This  is,  I 
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believe,  the  same  system  which  prevails  in  the  Governments  of  civilized 
states  everywhere.'^ 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dayton,  June  27,  1862.     MSS.  Inst.,  Frasee. 

^'At  the  same  time  I  think  it  proper  to  suggest  to  yon  that  all  corre- 
spondence between  diplomatic  and  consalai  agents  of  the  United  Stales 
residing  in  foreign  countries  is  conducted,  under  the  law  of  nations, 
confidentially,  with  amenability  only  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States." 

Mr.  Seward,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sullivan,  Oct.  25,  1867.     MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

"  It  is  neither  convluient  nor  customary  with  the  Executive  depart- 
ment to  discuss  or  give  explanations  concerning  the  expressions  of 
opinions  which  are  made  in  incidental  debates  and  resolutions  from 
time  to  time  in  either  or  both  of  the  legislative  bodies,  at  least  until 
they  assume  the  practical  form  of  law.  When  they  assume  that  form 
they  are  constitutionally  submitted  to  the  President  for  his  considera- 
tion, and  he  is  not  only  entitled,  but  he  is  obliged  to  announce  his  con- 
currence or  non-concurrence  with  the  will  of  the  legislature.  (See  in/ro, 
§  107.) 

'^  It  would  not  be  becoming  for  me  to  entertain  correspondence  with 
a  foreign  state  concerning  incidental  debates  and  resolutions  in  regard 
to  the  treaty  for  the  two  Danish  islands  while  it  is  undergoing  consti- 
tutional consideration  in  the  Senate  and  in  Congress." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Yeaman,  Jan.  2,  1868.     MSS.  Inst.,  Denmark. 
As  to  this  negotiation,  see  supra,  $  61  a, 

"Your  dispatch  No.  14,  of  the  8th  ultimo,  has  been  received-  The 
view  is  correct  which  it  takes  of  the  absurd  newspaper  report  of  a  letta* 
from  President  Grant  to  the  Emperor  of  Russia,  congratulating  the  lat- 
ter upon  his  denunciation  of  the  clause  of  the  treaty  of  Paris  which  re- 
stricts liberty  of  navigation  in  the  Black  Sea.  The  occasions  are  rait 
which  are  coy ceived  to  warrant  or  require  a  deviation  on  the  part  of  the 
President  from  the  rule  which  limits  his  communications  to  foreign  so?- 
ereigns  to  mere  letters  of  ceremony.  The  occasion  adverted  to  was  not 
deemed  sufficient  to  call  for  any  such  communication.  It  is  true  that 
the  United  States,  not  having  been  a  party  to  the  treaty  of  Paris,  may 
have  more  or  less  reason  to  complain  of  any  curtailment  of  their  rights 
under  the  law  of  nations  which  it  may  have  effected.  No  formal  com- 
plaint on  the  subject,  however,  has  as  yet  been  addressed  to  either  of 
the  parties  to  that  instrument,  though  the  restriction  which  it  imposes 
on  the  right  of  our  men-of-war  to  the  passage  of  the  Dardanelles  aod 
the  Bospborus  is  under  serious  consideration." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  McVeagb,  Jan.  5,  1871.    MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey; 
Fur.  Rel.,  1871. 

Correspondence  by  a  foreign  minister  with  the  press  in  this  country 
on  subjects  connected  with  his  mission,  such  correspondence  involving 
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an  appeal  to  the  people  on  diplomatic  issues,  is  ground  for  his  dis- 
missal. 

Mr.  Figh,  6eo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cnrtin,  Nov.  16, 1871.    MSS.  Inst.,  Russia.    See 
infra,  J  82. 

Official  communications  with  the  President  can  be  only  through  the 
Secretary  of  State. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Washburne,  Jnne  19,  1873.    MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

• 

"  It  is  not  regular  for  any  other  authority  than  that  of  the  depart- 
ment of  foreign  affairs  in  the  country  where  diplomatists  are  accredited 
to  address  letters  upon  public  business  directly  to  them.  When  such 
other  authority  has  occasion  to  cx)mmunicate  with  them,  this  is  invaria- 
bly done  through  the  department  intrusted  with  the  foreign  relations 
of  the  country." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State.,  to  Mr.  Cox,  Jan.  22,  1874.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

The  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States  cannot  be 
taken  officially  by  a  diplomatic  representative  of  the  United  States 
except  through  the  medium  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Mr.  Fish,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jay,  Ang.  2,  1874.    MSS.  Inst ,  Austria. 

"  The  policy  of  the  law  is  to  prohibit  all  communication  with  private 
and  unofficial  persons  on  subjects  under  discussion  between  this  Gov- 
ernment and  another.  Such  communication  can  be  made  verbally  by 
trusted  messengers,  as  much  to  the  detriment  of  the  public  service  and 
the  public  interest,  and  in  as  complete  disregard  of  the  policy  and  the 
letter  of  the  statute,  as  it  can  by  written  correspondence.  It  may  even 
be  more  dangerous  to  intrust  it  to  the  memory  or  even  the  fidelity  of  a 
messenger  than  to  the  exact  words  of  a  written  communication." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  StAte,  to  Mr.  Bassett,  Nov.  20, 1875.    MSS.  Inst.,  Hayti. 

Prince  Bismarck,  having  declined  to  be  '^  the  medium  of  communica- 
tion between  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  and 
the  Heichstag  of  a  resolution  on  the  subject  of  the  death  of  Mr.  Las- 
ker''  (a  late  member  of  that  body,  who  died  in  New  York),  Mr.  Pre- 
linghuysen,  Secretary  of  State,  iuatelegram  to  Mr.  Sargent,  minister  to 
Berlin,  after  explaining  the  friendly  intent  of  the  resolution,  stated  that 
^^its  non-transmission  officially,  as  it  was  intended  and  claimed  on  its 
face  to  be  of  friendly  intent,  while  a  matter  of  regret,  is  not  one  of 
concern  to  either  branch  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States.'' 

Mr.  Freliughnyseu  to  Mr.  Sargeut,  Mar.  10,  1884.     M8S.  In&t.,  Germ. 

A  foreign  minister  here  is  to  correspond  with  the  Secretary  of  State 
on  matters  which  interest  his  nation,  and  ought  not  to  be  permitted 
to  resort  to  the  press.  He  has  no  authority  to  communicate  his  senti- 
ments to  the  people  by  publications,  either  in  manuscript  or  in  print, 
and  any  attempt  to  do  so  is  contempt  of  this  Government.    His  inter- 
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course  is  to  be  with  the  Executive  of  the  United  States  only,  upon  mat- 
ters that  concern  his  mission  or  trust. . 

1  Op  ,  74,  Lee,  17i^.    See  infra,  $  84. 

That  interference  by  a  foreign  minister  in  the  politics  of  the  country 
of  his  mission  is  a  breach  of  duty,  see  infra  §§  84,  106. 

III.  CONTINUITY   OF  FOREIGN  INFLATIONS   UNBROKEN  BY  PARTY 

CHANGES. 

§80. 

Whatever  may  be  the  changes  in  the  persons  directing  at  home  and 
abroad  our  foreign  relations,  the  Department  maintains  a  continuity  id 
the  traditions  and  management  of  the  office;  nor  will  it  permit  an  appeal, 
based  on  party  changes,  to  be  made  either  to  or  from  foreign  represent- 
atives.   (See  8  J.  Q.  Adams'  Mem.,  264.) 

This  course  was  taken  by  Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  Marcy  in  connectioo 
with  the  action  of  Mr.  Clayton  in  sending  Mr.  Mann  to  Hungary.  (SuprtL 
§§  47#.) 

How  far  a  Secretary  of  State  can  disclaim  the  action  of  his  prede- 
cessor was  discussed  when  the  nomination  of  Mr.  Van  Buren  came  before 
the  Senate  in  1832.  Mr.  Van  Buren,  when  Secretary  of  State,  had  said, 
in  instructions  to  Mr.  McLane,  that  '^  in  reviewing  the  causes  which 
have  preceded  and  more  or  less  contributed  to  a  result  so  much  regretted 
(the  refusal  of  Great  Britain  to  modify  the  restrictions  on  the  tradf 
between  the  United  States  and  the  West  Indies),  there  will  be  found 
three  grounds  upon  which  we  are  most  assailable:  (I)  In  our  too  long 
and  too  tenaciously  resisting  the  right  of  Great  Britain  to  impose  pro- 
tecting duties  in  her  4X)lonies;  (2)  in  not  relieving  her  vessels  htm 
the  restrictions  of  returning  direct  from  the  United  States  to  the  colo- 
nies after  permission  had  been  given  by  Great  Britain  to  our  vessels  to 
clear  out  from  the  colonies  to  any  other  than  British  port ;  and  (.3)  in  omit- 
ting to  accept  the  terms  ottered  by  the  act  of  Parliament  of  July,  1825.^ 
It  was  argued  that  these  instructions  were  a  reflection  on  the  preced- 
ing Administration  (that  of  Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams),  and  this  was  one  of  the 
chief  grounds  for  the  rejection  of  Mr.  Van  Buren  by  the  Senate,  Mr. 
Calhoun,  Vice-President,  giving  the  casting  vote  against  it.  It  after- 
wards transpired  that  these  instructions  were  drawn  from  a  dispatch  of 
Mr.  Gallatin  sent  to  the  State  Department  in  the  last  year  of  Mr. 
Adams's  administration. 

1  Benton's  Thirty  Years  in  the  Senate,  216. 

IV.  EXECUTIVE  DISCRETION  DETERMINES  THE  WITHDRAWAL  OB  EK. 

NEWAL  OF  MISSIONS  AND  MINISTERS. 

§  81. 

'<It  is  necessary  for  America  to  have  agents  in  different  parts  of 
Europe,  to  ^,ive  some  information  concerning  our  affairs,  and  to  refute 
the  abominable  lies  that  the  hired  emissaries  of  Great  Britain  circulate 
in  every  corner  of  Europe,  by  which  they  keep  up  their  own  credit  and 
ruin  ours.    1  have  been  more  convinced  of  this  since  my  peregrinatkHis 
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in  this  country  than  ever.    The  universal  and  profound  ignoranee  of 
America  here  has  astonished  me.    It  will  require  time  and  a  great  deal 
.  of  prudence  and  delicacy  to  undeceive  them." 

Mr.  J.  Adams  to  Mr.  Franklin,  Oct.  14,  1780.    7  John  Adams'  Works,  317. 

^^In  the  same  manner,  or  at  least  for  similar  reasons,  as  long  as  weJ 
have  a<ny  one  minister  abroad  at  any  European  court,  I  think  we  oogh^ 
to  have  one  at  every  one  to  which  we  are  most  essentially  rela&d, 
whether  in  commerce  or  policy;  and,  therefore,  while  we  have  any 
minister  at  Versailles,  the  Hague,  or  London,  I  think  it  clear  we  ought 
to  have  one  at  each,  though  I  confess  I  have  sometimes  thought  that 
•alter  a  very  few  years  it  will  be  the  best^hing  we  can  do  to  recall  every 
minister  from  Europe,  and  send  embassies  only  on  special  oceasionfi." 

Mr.  J.  Adams  to  Mr.  Liviugston,  Feb.  5, 1783,    8  John  Adams'  Works,  37. 

"The  Chevalier  de  Pinto  informs  me  that  he  has  written  to  his  court 
for  explanations  upon  some  points,  and  expects  an  answer  in  a  few  days. 
When  it  arrives,  he  will  call  upon  me.  In  the  mean  time,  he  says  his 
court  is  solicitous  to  send  a  minister  to  America,  but  that  etiquette  forbids 
it,  unless  Congress.will  agree  to  send  one  to  Lisbon.  They  would  send  a 
minister  to  New  York,  if  Congress  would  return  the  compliment;  butj 
if  Congress  will  not  send  a  minister  plenipotentiary,  they  wish  to  send 
a  resident  or  even  a  charg4  d'afiaires,  but  etiquette  will  not  permit  thisy 
unless  Congress  will  send  a  resident  or  charge  d'afifaires  to  Portugal^'' 

Mr.  J'.  Adams  to  Mr.  Jefferson,  Jan.  19^  1786.    8  John  Adams'  Works,  :)67. 

As  to  mode  of  recalling  foreign  ministers,  see  8  John  Adams'  Works,  473, 47S.    . 

On  October  13, 1789,  Gouverneur  Morris,  then  in  Paris,  was  asked  by 
General  Washington  to  proceed  to  London  as  a  private  agent,  and,  ^'on 
the  authority  and  credit  of  this  letter,  to  converse  with  His  Britannic 
Majesty's  ministers"  as  to  a  treaty  of  commerce  with  the  United  States- 

10  Washiugtou's  Writings,  43. 

Gouverneur  Morris,  when  unofficial  agent  for  President  Washington' 
in  London,  in  1790,  said,  in  a  letter  to  President  Washington,  on  May  29, 
1790,  that  he  informed  Mr.  Pitt  and  the  Duke  of  Leeds  that  "wecouJid- 
not  appoint  any  minister,  they  so  much  neglected  the  former  appoint- 
ment. He  <isked  me  whether  we  would  appoint  a  minister  ir  they 
would!  I  told  him  I  could  almost  promise  that  we  should,  but  was  not 
authorized  to  give  any  positive  assurance.'' 

1  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Rel.),  124. 

"Negotiation,  in  the  present  state  of  things,  is  attended  with  pecu- 
liar difficulties.  As  the  King  of  Great  Britain  twice  proposed  to  the- 
United  States  an  exchange  of  ministers,  once  through  Mr.  Hartley  aud^ 
once  through  the  Duke  of  Dorset,  and  when  the  United  States  agreed 
to  the  proposition,  flew  from  it;  to  send  a  minister  again  to  St.  James 
till  that  court  explicitly  promises  to  send  one  to  America  is  a  humilia- 
tion to  which  the  United  States  ought  never  to  submit.  A  remon- 
strance from  sovereign  to  sovereign  cannot  be  sent  but  by  an  embassar 
dor  of  some  sort  or  other;  from  minister  of  state  to  minister  of  state  it 
might  be  transmitted  in  many  ways.  A  remonstrance  in  the  form  of  a 
letter  from  the  American  minister  of  state  to  the  Duke  of  Leeds^  ov 
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whoever  may  be  secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs^  might  be  tran^- 
mitted  through  an  envoy,  minister  plenipotentiary,  or  embassador  erf 
the  President  of  the  United  States  at  Paris,  Madrid,  or  the  Hague,  and 
through  the  British  embassador  at  either  of  those  conrts.  The  utmost 
length  that  can  now  be  gone,  with  dignity,  would  be  to  send  a  minister 
to  the  court  of  London,  with  instructions  to  present  his  credentiaJs, 
demand  an  audience,  make  his  remonstrance;  but  to  make  no  estab- 
lishment, and  demand  his  audience  of  leave  and  quit  the  kingdom  in 
one,  two,  or  three  months  if  a  minister  of  equal  degree  were  not  ap- 
pointed and  actually  sent  to  ^he  President  of  the  United  States  from 
the  King  of  Great  Britain.'' 

Vice-President  Adams  to  President  Washington,  Ang.  29, 1790.    8  John  Adams's 

Works,  499. 
As  to  recall  of  Mr.  Monroe  and  appointment  of  Mr.  C.  C.  Pinckney  as  muuster 

to  France  in  1796,  see  infraj  J  85. 

"  Persevering  in  the  pacific  and  humane  policy  which  had  been  invari- 
ably professed  and  sincerely  pursued  by  the  excutive  authority  of  the 
United  States,  when  indications  were  made  on  the  part  of  the  Frendi 
Bepublic  of  a  disposition  to  accommodate  the  existing  differences  be- 
tween the  two  countries,  I  felt  it  to  be  my  duty  to  prepare  for  meeting 
their  advances  by  a  nomination  of  ministers,  upon  certain  conditions 
which  the  honor  of  our  country  dictated,  and  which  its  moderation  had 
given  it  a  right  to  prescribe.  The  assurances  which  were  required  of  the 
French  Government  previous  to  the  departure  of  our  envoys  have  been  ffiten^ 
through  their  minister  of  foreign  relations^  and  I  have  directed  them  t4)  pro- 
ceed on  their  mission  to  Paris.  They  have  full  power  to  conclude  a  treaty, 
subject  to  the  constitutional  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The 
characters  of  these  gentlemen  are  sure  pledges  to  their  country  that 
nothing  incompatible  with  its  honor  or  interest,  nothing  inconsistent 
with  our  obligations  of  good  faith  or  friendship  to  any  other  nation,  will 
be  stipulated.'^ 

Third  Annual  Address  of  President  John  Adams,  1799. 
As  to  institution  of  special  missions,  see  svpra^  (  47. 
As  to  conditions  imposed  by  Franco,  see  infra^  $  83. 

"  I  had  twenty  times  answered  these  arguments  by  saying  that  there 
was  no  such  etiquette  fas  that  requiring  e?:chonge  of  ministers].  It 
was  true  that  in  ancient  and  more  barbarous  times,  when  nations  had 
been  inflamed  by  long  wars,  and  the  people  wrought  up  to  a  degree  of 
ftiryon  both  sides,  so  as  to  excite  apprehensious  that  embassadors  would 
be  insulted  or  massacred  by  the  populace,  or  even  imprisoned,  as  in  Tur- 
key, sovereigns  had  insisted  that  ambassadors  should  be  exchanged, 
and  that  one  should  be  held  as  a  hostage  for  the  other.  It  had  even 
been  insisted  that  a  French  ambassador  should  embark  at  Calais  at  the 
same  hour  that  an  English  ambassador  embarked  at  Dover.  But  these 
times  were  passed.  Nations  sent  ambassadors  now  as  they  pleased 
Franklin  and  his  associates  had  been  sent  to  France ;  Mr.  Jay  had  been 
sent  to  Spain ;  I  had  been  sent  to  Holland ;  Mr.  Izard  had  been  com- 
missioned to  Tuscany ;  Mr.  W.  Lee  to  Vienna  and  Berlin,  withoat  any 
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stipulation  for  seDding  ministers  in  return.  We  had  a  minister  in  Lon- 
don three  years  without  any  minister  from  England  in  return.  We  have 
had  a  minister  at  Berlin  without  any  from  Prussia." 

9  John  Adams's  Works,  271.     (Patriot  Letters,  No  10.) 

The  British  ministry  having  held  back  the  appointment  of  a  minister 
to  the  United  States,  at  a  very  critical  period,  for  some  months  after 
Mr.  Jackson,  at  the  request  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
had  been  recalled,  Mr.  Pinkney,  then  representing  the  United  States  at 
London,  on  January  14,  1811,  wrote  as  follows  to  Lord  VVellesley : 

'^After  a  lapse  of  many  months  since  I  had  the  honor  to  receive  and 
convey  to  my  Government  your  lordship's  repeated  assurances,  written 
as  well  as  verbal  (which  you  declined,  however,  to  put  into  an  official 
form),  '  that  it  was  your  intention  immediately  to  recommend  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  minister  plenipotentiary  from  the  King  to  the  United  States,' 
the  British  Government  continues  to  be  represented  at  Washington  by 
a  charge  d'affaires,  and  no  steps  whatever  appear  to  have  been  taken 
to  fulfill  the  expectation  which  the  above-mentioned  assurances  pro- 
duced and  justified.  ' 

"  In  this  state  of  things,  it  has  become  my  duty  to  inform  your  lord- 
ship, in  compliance  with  my  instructions,  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  cannot  continue  to  be  represented  here  by  a  minister 
plenipotentiary. 

.  "As  soon,  therefore,  as  the  situation  of  the  King's  Government  will 
permit,  I  shall  wish  to  tak6  my  leave,  and  return  to  America,  in  the 
United  States  frigate  Essex,  now  at  Plymouth ;  having  first  named,  as 
I  am  specially  authorized  to  do,  a  fit  person  to  take  charge  of  the 
affairs  of  the  American  legation  in  this  country." 

The  following  correspondence  then  ensued  : 

"I  received  at  a  very  late  hour  last  night  two  notes  from  Lord 
Wellesley  (bearing  date  'February  15, 1811'),  of  which  copies,  marked 
Ko.  1  and  No.  2,  are  inclosed.  Taken  together  (as  of  course  they  must 
be),  they  announce  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Foster  as  envoy  extraordi- 
nary and  minister  plenipotentiary  to  the  United  States,  and  set  forth 
the  reasons  why  an  a])pointment  has  been  so  long  delayed. 

"  You  will  perceive,  in  the  second  and  third  i)aragraphs  of  the  unoffi- 
cial paper,  a  distinct  disavowal  .of  the  offensive  views  which  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  mere  charge  d'affaires  and  other  circumstances  api)eared 
originally  to  indicate. 

"  We  are  now  told  in  writing  that  the  delay  in  appointing  a  minister 
plenipotentiary  was  occasioned,  in  the  first  imfance,  not  by  any  such 
considerations  as  have  been  supposed,  but  'by  an  earnest  desire  of  ren- 
dering the  appointment  satisfactory  to  the  United  States  and  conducive 
to  the  effectual  establishment  of  harmony  between  the  two  Govern- 
ments'; that,  more  recently,  'the  state  of  His  Majesty's  Government 
rendered  it  impossible  to  make  the  intended  appointment,'  and  that 
Lord  Wellesley  was,  therefore,  '  concerned  to  find,  by  my  letter  of  the 
14th  of  January,  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  should  be 
induced  to  suppose  that  any  indisposition  could  exist,  on  the  part  of 
His  Majesty's  Government,  to  place  the  British  mission  in  America  on 
the  footing  most  acceptable  to  the  United  States  as  soon  as  might  be 
practicable,  consistently  with  the  convenience  of  affairs  in  this  country. 

"  The  two  papers  are  evidently  calculated  to  prevent  me  from  acting 
upon  my  late  request  of  an  audience  of  leave ;  and  they  certainly  seem 
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to  pat  it  in  my  power,  if  they  do  not  make  it  my  daty,  to  forbear  to  act 
upon  it. 

^<  I  have  it  auder  consideration  (looking  to  the  instructions  contained 
in  your  letter  of  the  15th  of  November)  what  course  I  ought  to  pursue. 
It  is  at  any  rate  my  intention  to  return  to  America  in  the  Essex,  as  I 
shall  doubtless  have  the  President's  permission  to  do  in  consequence  of 
my  letter  to  you  of  the  24:th  of  November." 

Mr.  Pinliney  to  Mr.  Smith,  Sec.  of  St»te,  Feb.  16, 1811.     8  Am.  St.  PaiK  (Foe. 
Rel.),  412. 

"  The  result  of  my  reflections  on  Lord  Wellealey's  two  commnuica- 
tions  of  the  loth  instant  will  be  found  in  my  letter  to  him  of  jesterdaj's 
date«  of  which  I  now  transmit  a  copy. 

<^  It  appeared  to  me  that  the  appointment  of  a  minister  plenipoten- 
tiary to  the  United  States  was  nothing,  or  rather  worse  than  nothing,  if 
the  orders  in  council  were  to  remaiu  in  forcei  the  blockade  of  May,  ISOti, 
to  be  unrepealed,  tbe  affair  of  the  Chesapeake  to  cantinue  at  large,  and 
the  other  urgent  questions  between  us  to  remaiu  unsettled. 

"  The  '  posture  of  our  relations,'  as  you  have  expressed  it  in  your 
letter  of  the  15th  of  November,  would  not  be  'satisfs^torily  changed' 
merely  by  such  an  appointment ;  and,  of  course,  my  functions  could 
not  be  resumed  upon  the  sole  ibuudation  ot  iU 

**  I  have  put  it  to  Lord  Wellesley  to  say  explicitly  whether  full  and 
satisfactory  arrangement  is  intended,  before  I  answer  his  official  letter 
concerning  my  audience  of  leave.  If  he  is  prepared  to  do  at  once  what 
we  Inquire,  or  to  instruct  the  new  minister  to  do  at  Washington  what 
does  not  demand  immediate  interference  here,  I  shall  think  it  my  duty 
to  forbear  to  take  leave  on  the  26ih  instant.  If  he  decliues  a  frank 
reply,  or  refuses  our  demands,  I  shall  press  for  my  audience,  and  put 
an  end  to  my  mission." 

Mr.  PinkQey  to  Mr.  Smith.  Sec.  of  SUte,  Feb.  18,  1811.     3  Am.  St.  Pap.  (Fox, 

Bel.),  414. 
For  a  narrative  of  the  causes  of  the  dismissal  of  Mr.  Jackson  by  the  UDited 

States,  see  ivfrCf  $(84,  107. 
The  papers  relative  to  the  recall  of  Mr.  Motley,  in  1870,  as  miniBter  at  London, 

will  be  found  in  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  11,  41st  Cong.,  ;)d  sess. 
Ab  to  Mr.  Motley's  alleged  expressions  of  disrespect  to  the  President,  see  Senate 

£x.  Doc.  No.  1,  40th  Conff.,3d  sess. 
The  arguments  for  a  distinct  diplomatic  corps  are  well  put  in  Sokayler's  Am. 

Diplomacy,  164  iT* 

. 
V,  NON- ACCEPTABLE  MINISTER  MAY  BE  REFUSED. 

§82. 

For  dismissal  of  minister,  see  $  84. 

<^  It  is  a  general  rnle  that  no  nation  has  a  right  to  keep  an  agent 
within  the  limits  of  another  without  the  consent  of  that  other.'' 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec,  of  State,  to  Mr.  Carmichael,  Oct.  14, 1702.     MSS,  Inst.,  Min- 
isters. 

"  Every  foreign  agent  depends  upon  the  double  will  of  the  two  Gov- 
ernments— of  that  which  sends  him,  and  of  that  which  is  to  permit 
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the  exercise  of  his  ftmetioios  within  its  territory — and  when  either  of 
these  wills  is  refased  or  withdrawn,  his  authority  to  act  within  that 
territory  becomes  incomplete.  By  what  member  of  the  (our)  Ck)vem- 
ment  the  right  of  giving  or  withdrawing  permission  is  to  be  exercised 
iiere^  is  a  question  on  which  no  foreign  agent  can  be  permitted  to  make 
himself  the  umpire.  It  is  sufficient  for  him,  under  our  Governmeut, 
that  he  is  informed  of  it  by  the  Executive." 

Mr.  JefferBon,  Sec.  of  State,  to  minister  of  France,  Deo.  9,  1793.    MSS.  Notes, 
For.  Leg. ;  4  JefF.  Works,  90. 

The  refusal  of  the  United  States  to  receive  in  1809  a  minister  from 
the  then  titular  Bourbon  King  of  Spain  could  not  justly  be  regarded  as 
an  ofiense  by  Ferdinand  YII  after  the  restoration  of  the  Bourbons. 
^^It  was  imputable  to  the  state  of  Spain  at  that  time,  her  territory 
being  in  the  possession  of  contending  armies  nearly  equal,'  victory  some- 
times favoring  each,  and  the  result  altogether  precarious." 

Mr.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  %o  Mr.  Onis,  May  5^  1815.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  JLeg. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States,  if  there  be  personal  objections 
to  a  minister  from  a  foreign  sovereign,  may,  instead  of  declining  to  re- 
ceivjB  such  minister,  state  the  objections  to  such  sovereign,  saying  that 
if  he  still  ask  for  the  minister's  recognition,  it  will  be  given  *'  as  an  act 
of  accommodation  to  himself."  But  such  recognition  will  not  be  given 
when  demanded  as  a  matter  of  right.  ''  TSo  instance  is  recollected  of 
one  power  pressing  another  equally  independent  to  recognize  against 
its  will  a  minister  to  whom  objections  of  a  personal  nature  are  enter- 
tained." 

Mr.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Onis,  May  15, 1815.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 

A  minister  from  a  foreign  sovereign  will  not  be  received  when  there 
are  personal  objections  to  him,  and  when  the  nomination  is  forced,  not 
as  a  matter  of  courtesy,  but  in  defiance  of  such  objections. 

Mr.  Dallas,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Onis,  June  26, 1815.    See  Mr.  Monroe, 
Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Onis,  Deo.  8,  1815.    MSS.  Not«s,  For.  Leg. 

**  The  interchange  of  ministers  between  friendly  powers  is  intended 
for  mutual  advantage,  and  particularly  for  the  important  purpose  of 
preserving  the  relations  of  amity  between  them.  Each  has  a  right  to 
object  to  any  person  who  has  given  just  cause  of  offense,  and  to  decline 
receiving  him  as  a  minister,  or  to  demand  his  recall  in  case  he  had  been 
received.  Neither  power  has  a  right  to  force  on  the  other  a  person  so 
circumstauced  as  minister.  Such  an  attempt  would  be  incompatible 
with  the  independence  of  the  power  on  whom  it  might  be  made.  Self- 
respect  forbids  a  presumption  that  the  idea  was  ever  entertained  by 
your  sovereign." 

Mr.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  to  BCr.  CevaUos,  July  17,  1815.    MSS.  Not«s,  For. 
Leg. 
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The  reception  of  a  commercial  agent  is  altogether  a  volautary  acton 
the  part  of  the  Government  "  to  whom  heis  accredited,  who  may  decline 
V  ithout  giving  offense." 

4  J.  Q.  Adams'  Mem.,  88. 

The  right  of  the  Government  to  whom  a  minister  is  sent  to  request 
the. Government  sending  him  to  recall  him,  is  secured  by  public  lair. 

Mr.  Van  Buren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Poinsett,  Oct.  17, 1829.     MSS.  iDst.,  Am.  St 

"  In  the  intercourse  between  friendly  nations,  when  the  diplomatic 
representative  of  the  one  has  rendered  himself  so  unacceptable  to  the 
authorities  of  the  other  as  to  impair  or  destroy  his  usefulness,  it  hu 
ever  been  the  custom,  unless  under  extraordinary  circumstances,  to 
yield  to  such  a  request  when  made  in  respectful  and  friendly  teriii& 
This  practice  is  founded  upon  the  principle  that  the  great  interests  of 
nations  ought  not  to  be  jeoparded  merely  for  the  sake  of  retaining  -an 
individual  in  a  diplomatic  station.  If  diplomatic  agents  render  them- 
selves so  unacceptable  as  to  produce  a  request  for  their  recall  from  the 
Government  to  which  they  are  accredited,  the  instances  must  l>e  rare, 
indeed,  in  whi(^h  huch  a  request  ought  not  to  be  granted.  To  refuse  it 
would  be  to  defeat  the  very  purpose  for  which  they  are  sent  abroad^ 
that  of  cultivating  friendly  relations  between  independent  nations. 
Perhaps  no  circumstance  would  justify  such  a  refusal,  unless  the  na- 
tinal  honor  were  involved  in  the  question,  and  this  cannot  be  pretended 
on  the  present  occasion." 

Mr.  Bvchanaii,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jewett,  Mar.  19,  1847.     MSS   Inst.,  Pern. 

A  Government  to  whom  a  diplomatic  agent  is  sent  may,  without  giv- 
ing just  cause  of  offense  to  the  Governn^ent  sending  him,  refuse  to 
receive  him,  and  ordinarily  a  request  for  his  recall  will  be  at  once 
granted  by  the  latter  Government. 

Mr.  Bnchaiiaii,  Sec.  of  Stato,  to  Mr.  Carr,  Nov.  18,  1848.     MSS.  Inst.,  Barb. 
Powers. 

"  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  an  envoy  is  a  pef*son  as  well  as  the 
abstract  representative  of  his  Government,  and  that  it  is  the  preroga- 
tive of  every  Government  to  require  that  those  with  whom  it  deals  be 
personcc  gratw^  and  to  decide  the  (juestion  for  itself.  This  Government 
has  on  several  occasions  availed  itself  of  this  personal  right,  without 
thereby  being  supposed  to  reflect  on  the  representative  character  of  the 
person  himself,  and  still  less  ui)on  the  collective  representative  charac- 
ter of  his  associates." 

Mr.  Frelingbuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  Dec.  30,  1684.     MSS.  InsL, 
Mex. 

"A  diplomatic  agent  should  he  persona  grata  to  the  Government  to 
which  he  is  accredited." 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.  Dip.  Agents,  1^8'). 

A«  to  rpfnsal  of  French  Govpnimont  to  receive  Mr.  C.  C.  Pinckuey,  «*  tp/i«, 
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VI.  NOT  USUAL  TO  ASK  AS  TO  ACCEPTABILITY  IN  ADVANCE. 

§82a. 

^^  This  Government  does  not  require  other  powers  to  ask^  in  advance,  if 
contemplated  appointments  of  ministers  will  or  will  not  be  acceptable.'' 
But  when  such  an  inquiry  is  put,  it  is  competent  for  this  Department  to 
answer,  'Hhat  unless  certain  prevalent  impressions  were  unfounded,  the 
purposed  appointment  could  not  prove  acceptable." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Neal,  Mar.  11,  1870.    M8S.  Inst.,  Portugal. 

"  Upon  re*flection  the  importance  of  the  question  becomes  apparent 
Consequently,  I  have  made  careful  search  for  the  precedents  and  prac- 
tice in  this  Department  for  the  last  ninety  years.  The  result  enables 
me  to  inform  you  that  no  case  can  be  found  in  the  annals  of  this  Gov- 
ernment in  which  the  acceptability  of  an  envoy  from  the  United  States 
was  inquired  about  or  ascertained  in  advance  of  his  appointment  to 
the  mission  for  which  he  was  chosen. 

"  Whilst  the  practice  to  which  Count  Kalnoky  refers  may,  in  a  limited 
degree,  prevail  among  European  states,  yet  in  this  respect  the  excep- 
tions are  very  numerous,  and  there  are  important  reasons  why,  in  this 
country,  the  practice  should  never  .have  been  adopted,  and  why  its 
adoption  would  not  be  practical  or  wise. 

"  Our  system  of  frequently  recurring  elections  at  regular  and  stated 
periods  provides,  and  was  intended  to  provide,  an  opportunity  for  the  in- 
fluence of  public  opinion  upon  those  to  whom  the  administration  of  pub- 
lic affairs  has  been  intrusted  by  the  people  temporarily,  and  for  a  flxed 
time  only,  on  the  expiration  of  which  an  opportunity  for  a  change  in  its 
agents  and  policies  is  thus  ajQforded. 

"  The  affiliation  in  sentiment  between  a  political  administration  thus 
defeated  at  the  polls  and  a  foreign  nation  closely  interested  in  maintain- 
ing certain  international  policies  and  lines  of  political  conduct,  might 
render  it  difficult  for  an  administration,  elected  fgr  the  very  purpose  of 
producing  a  change  of  policy,  to  procure  the  consent  of  the  foreign 
Gov^ernment  to  the  appointment  of  agents  whose  views  were  in  harmony 
with  the  latest  and  prevailing  expression  of  public  opinion  asjbhe  result 
of  popular  election.'' 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Baron  Scliaeffer,  May  20, 1885.  MSS.  Notes,  Aus- 
tria ;  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  4,49tb  Cong.,  Iwt  sess.  See,  to  same  effect,  Mr. 
Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  McLane,  May  27,  1885,  MSS.  Inst.,  France; 
Mr.  Bayard  to  Mr.  Francis,  Jnly  1,  1885;  Mr.  Bayard  to  Mr.  Lee,  Aug.  31, 
1885,  MSS.  Inst.,  Austria. 

As  to  asking  for  acceptance  of  a  minister  in  advance,  see  discussion  in  Schuy- 
ler's American  Diplomacy,  134  ff, 
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VU.   CONDmom  BEEOGATORT  to  the  accrediting  QOVERSUEyi 

CANNOT  BE  IMPOSED, 

§  83.  0 

"  You  will  at  the  same  time  perceive  that  the  French  €k)veniiDeiit 
appears  solicitous  to  impress  the  opinion  that  it  is  averse  to  a  ruptait 
with  this  coantry,  and  that  it  has  in  a  qualified  manner  declared  itBdf 
willing  to  receive  a  minister  from  the  United  States  for  the  porpoteof 
restoring  a  good  understanding.  It  is  unfortunate  for  professions  ofiha 
Jfind  that  they  should  be  expressed  in  terms  which  may  countenance  iht  tft- 
odmissible  pretension  of  a  right  to  prescribe  the  qualifications  tehichamn- 
ister  from  the  United  States  should  possess^  and  that  while  France  is 
asserting  the  existence  of  a  disposition  on  her  part  to  conciliate  witb 
sincerity  the  diflferences  which  have  arisen,  the  sincerity  of  a  like  dis- 
position on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  of  which  so  many  demon- 
strative proofs  have  been  given,  should  even  be  indirectly  questiooed. 
It  is  also  worthy  of  observation  that  the  decree  of  the  Directory  alleged 
to  be  intended  to  restrain  the  depredations  of  French  cruisers  on  oar 
commerce  has  not  given,  and  cannot  give,  any  relief.  It  enjoins  them 
to  conform  to  all  the  laws  of  France  relative  to  cruising  and  prizes, 
while  these  laws  are  themselves  tfie  sources  of  the  depredation  of  which 
we  have  so  long,  so  justly,  and  so  fruitlessly  complained. 

"  The  law  of  France,  euacted  in  January  last,  which  subjects  to  cap- 
ture and  condemnation  neutral  vessels  and  their  cargoes,  if  auy  ])ortioD 
of  the  latter  are  of  British  fabric  or  produce,  although  the  entire  prop- 
erty belong  to  neutrals,  instead  of  being  rescinded,  has  lately  received 
a  confirmation  by  the  failure  of  a  proposition  for  its  repeal.  While  this 
law,  which  is  an  unequivocal  act  of  war  on  the  commerce  of  the  nations 
it  attacks,  continues  in  force,  those  nations  can  see  in  the  French  Gov 
ernment  only  a  power  regardless  of  their  essential  rights,  of  their  inde 
pendence  and  sovereignty — and  if  they  possess  the  means,  they  can 
reconcile  nothing  with  their  interest  and  honor  but  a  firm  resistance." 

President  Jphn  Adams,  Second  Annual  Address,  1798. 

The  correspondence  of  Messrs.  Pinckney,  Marshall,  and  Gerry,  when  ministen 
to  France  in  1797-^8,  together  with  the  "i  Y  Z  papers,  is  giv«i  in2A«- 
St.  Pap.  (For.  Rel.),  153  #,  185/.  205/,  229  ff.  The  report  of  Mr,  Pick- 
ing, Sec.  of  State,  Jan.  18,  1799,  on  this  correspondence,  is  given  in  i  Ad- 
St.  Pap.  (For.  Eel.),  229. 

"  Persevering  in  the  pacific  and  Ijumane  policy  which  has  been  inva- 
riably professed  and  sincerely  pursued  by  the  executive  authority  of  the 
United  States,  when  indications  were  made  on  the  part  of  the  French  B^ 
public  of  a  disposition  to  accommodate  the  existing  dififerenees  between 
the  two  countries,  I  felt  it  to  be  my  duty  to  prepare  for  meeting  their 
advances  by  a  nomination  of  ministers,  upon  certain  conditions  which 
the  honor  of  our  country  dictated,  and  which  its  moderation  had  git« 

600 


/CHAP.  IV.]  AS   TO  TBSXa   IMPOSED.  [§83. 

a  right  to  preaeribe.  The  aasarances  which  weretequiiredcf  tho  French 
Government  previoas  to  the  departure  of  onr  envoys  have  been  given 
throngh  th^ir  minister  of  foreign  relations,  aaid  I  have  direeted  th«m 
to  proceed  on  thair  mission  to  Pans.  They  have  fhll  power  to  cobclade 
a  treaty,  subject  to  the  oonstitatioDal  advice  and  cdnsent  of  the  Senate. 
The  characters  of  these  gentlemen  are  sure  pledges  to  their  country 
that  nothing  incompatible  with  its  honor  or  interest,  nothing  incon- 
sistent with  our  obligations  of  good  faith  pr  friendship  to  any  o^her  na- 
tion»  will  be  stipnlatefd." 

President  John  Adams,  Third  Annual  Address,  1799. 

While  under  ordinary  circumstances  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  will  recall  a  minister  sent  to  a  foreign  country  when  requested 
by  the  Government  of  such  country,  such  recall  will  not  be  made 
wlien  it  would  be  an  implied  approval  of  prior  misconduct  or  of  un- 
just aggressions  by  the  Government  requesting  it. 

Mr.  Bachanan  to  Mr.  Wise,  Sept.  27,  1845.    MSS.  Inst.,  BrazU. 

'^The  question  thus  raised  by  yoor  Government  involves  principles 
of  the  greatest  importance,  and  has  no  precedent  as  yet  discoverable 
to  me  in  modern  times  and  in  intercourse  between  friendly  nations;  and 
having  submitted  the  matter  to  the  consideration  of  the  President,  I 
am  instructed  by  him  to  inform  your  Government,  through  yon,  that 
the  ground  upon  which  it  is  announced,  that  the  usual  ceremonial  cour- 
tesy and  formal  respect  are  to  be  withheld  from  this  envoy  of  the 
United  States  to  your  Government,  that  is  to  say,  because  his  wife  is 
alleged  or  supposed  by  your  Government  to  entertain  a  certain  religions 
faith,  and  to  be  a  membei:  of  a  certain  religious  sect,  cannot  be  assented 
to  by  the  Executive  of  the  Government  of  the  American  people,  but  is 
and  must  be  emphatically  and  promptly  denied. 

'^The  supreme  law  of  this  land  expressly  declares  that  'no  religious 
test  shall  ever  be  required  as  a  qualification  to  any  office  or  public  trust 
under  the  United  States,'  and  by  the  same  authority  it  is  declared  that 
^Oongress  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an  establishment  of  religion  or 
prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof.' 

«<This  is  a  Government  of  laws,  and  all  authority  exercised  must  find 
Its  measure  and  warrant  thereunder. 

^<It  is  not  within  the  power  of  the  President  nor  of  the  Congress  nor 
of  any  judicial  tribunal  in  the  United  States  to  take,  or  even  hear,  tes- 
timony, or  in  any  mode  to  inquire  into  or  decide  upon  the  religious 
belief  of  any  official,  and  the  proposition  to  allow  this  to  be  done  by  any 
foreign  Government  is  necessarily  and  a  fortiori  inadmissible. 

^'To  suffer  an  infraction  of  this  essential  principle  would  lead  to  a 
disfranchisement  of  our  citizens  because  of  their  religious  belief,  and 
thus  impair  or  destroy  the  most  important  end  which  our  Constitution 
of  Government  was  intended  to  secure.    Beligious  liberty  is  the  chief 
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comer-stoDe  of  the  American  system  of  government,  and  provisions  &r 
its  security  are  imbedded  in  the  written  charter  and  interwoTen  in  te 
moral  fabric  of  its  laws. 

^^ Anything  that  tends  to  invade  a  right  so  essential  and  sacred  mut 
be  carefully  guarded  against,  and  I  am  satisfied  that  my  ooantrymeo, 
ever  mindful  of  the  suffering  and  sacrifices  necessary  to  obtain  it,  will 
never  consent  to  its  impairment  for  any  reason  or  under  any  pret^t 
whatsoever. 

^^In  harmony  with  this  essential  law  is  the  almost  equally  potential 
unwritten  law  of  American  society  that  awards  respect  and  deli<atie 
consideration  to  the  women  of  the  United  States,  and  exacts  deference 
in  the  treatment  at  home  and  abroad  of  the  mothers,  wives,  and  daagb- 
ters  of  the  Eepublic. 

"The  case  we  are  now  considering  is  that  of  an  envoy  of  the  United 
States,  unquestionably  fitted,  morally  and  intellectually,  and  who  luss 
been  duly  accredited  to  a  friendly  Grovernment,  towards  which  he  is 
thoroughly  well  aflTected;  who,  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  this  ooon- 
try,  has  long  since  contracted  and  has  maintained  an  honorable  mar- 
riage, and  whose  presence  near  the  foreign  Government  in  question  k 
objected  to  by  its  agents  on  the  sole  ground  that  his  wedded  wife  is 
alleged  to  entertain  a  religious  faith  which  is  held  by  very  many  of  the 
most  honored  and  valued  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

"It  is  not  believed  by  the  President  that  a  doctrine  and  practice  so 
destructive  of  religious  liberty  and  freedom  of  conscience,  so  devoid  of 
catholicity,  and  so  opposed  to  the  spirit  of  the  age  in  which  we  live  can 
for  a  moment  be  accepted  by  the  great  family  of  civilized  nations  or  be 
allowed  to  control  their  diplomatic  intercourse. 

"Certain  it  is,  it  will  never,  in  my  belief,  be  accepted  by  the  peopte 
of  the  United  States,  nor  by  any  Administration  which  represents  their 
sentiments. 

"  Permit  me,  therefore,  being  animated  only  by  the  sincerest  desire 
to  strengthen  the  ties  of  friendship  and  mutual  respect  between  the 
Governments  we  respectively  represent,  most  earnest  Ij'  and  resi>ectfiillT 
to  crave  careful  consideration  of  this  note,  and  to  request  your  Gt>veni- 
ment  to  reconsider  the  views  you  have  communicated  to  me  in  respect 
of  the  possible  reception  of  Mr.  Keiley  on  the  mission  of  amity  and 
mutual  advantage  wliicb,  in  the  amplest  good  faith,  he  was  s«*lected  by 
this  Government  to  perform. 

"Into  the  religions  belief  of  its  envoy,  or  that  of  any  member  of  his 
family,  neither  this  Government  nor  any  officer  thereof,  as  I  have  shown 
you,  has  any  right  or  power  to  inquire,  or  to  api)ly  any  test  whatevw, 
or  to  decide  such  question,  and  to  do  so  would  constitute  an  infracdoQ 
of  the  express  letter  and  an  invasion  of  the  pervading  spirit  of  the 
riuprerae  law  of  this  land. 

"  While  thus  making  reply  to  the  only  reason  stated  by  your  Govern- 
ment as  the  cause  of  its  unreadiness  to  receive  Mr.  Keiley,  permit  me 
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also  to  remark  that  the  President  fully  recognizes  the  highly  important 
and  andoabted  right  of  every  Government  to  decide  for  itself  whether 
the  individual  presented  as  the  envoy  of  another  state  is  or  is  not  an 
acceptable  person,  and,  in  the  exercise  of  its  own  high  and  friendly  dis- 
cretion, to  receive  or  not  the  person  so  presented.  This  right,  so  freely 
accorded  by  the  United  States  to  all  other  nations,  its  Government 
would  insist  upon  should  an  occasion  deemed  to  be  proper  arise. 

Mr.  Bayard,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Baron  Schaeffer,  May  IH,  1885.    MSS.  Notes,  Aus- 
tria.   Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  4,  49th  Cong.,  1st  seas. 

^^  Question  has  arisen  with  the  Government  of  Austria- Hungary 
touching  the  representation  of  the  United  States  at  Vienna.  Having, 
under  my  constitutional  prerogative,  appointed  an  estimable  citizen 
of  unimpeached  probity  and  competence  as  minister  at  that  court,  the 
Government  of  Austria- Hungary  invited  this  Government  to  take  cog- 
nizance of  certain  exceptions,  based  upon  allegations  against  the  per- 
sonal acceptability  of  Mr.  Keiley,  the  appointed  envoy,  asking  that,  in 
view  thereof,  the  appointment  should  be  withdrawn.  The  reasons  ad- 
vanced were  such  as  could  not  be  acquiesced  in  without  violation  of  my 
oath  of  ofllce  and  the  precepts  of  the  Constitution,  since  they  neces- 
sarily involved  a  limitation  in  favor  of  a  foreign  Government  upon  the 
right  of  selection  by  the  Executive,  and  required  such  an  application  of 
a  religious  test  as  a  qualification  for  office  under  tbo  United  States  as 
would  have  resulted  in  the  practical  disfranchisement  of  a  large  class 
of  our  citizens  and  the  abandonment  of  a  vital  principle  in  our  Govern- 
ment. The  Austro-Hungarian  Government  finally  decided  not  to  re- 
ceive Mr.  Keiley  as  the  envoy  of  the  United  States,  and  that  gentleman 
has  since  resigned  his  commission,  leaving  the  post  vacant.  I  have  made 
no  new  nomination,  and  the  interests  of  this  Government  at  Vienna  are 
now  in  the  care  of  the  secretary  of  legation,  acting  as  charg6  d'affaires 
ad  interim.^^ 

President  Cleveland,  First  Annual  Message,  1835. 

VIII.  MINISTER  MISCONDUCTING  HIMSELF  MAY  BE  SENT  BACK, 

§84. 

"  The  representative  and  executive  bodies  of  France  have  manifested 
generally  a  friendly  attachment  to  this  country,  have  given  advantages  to 
oar  commerce  ajad  navigation,  and  have  made  overtures  for  placing  these 
advantages  on  permanent  ground.  A  decree,  however,  of  the  !N^ational 
Assembly,  subjecting  vessels  laden  with  provisions  to  be  carried  into 
their  ports,  and  making  enemy  goods  lawful  prize  in  the  vessel  of  a 
friend,  contrary  to  our  treaty,  though  revoked  at  one  time  as  to  the 
United  States,  has  been  since  extended  to  their  vessels  also,  as  has  been 
recently  stJited  to  us.  Eepresen  tat  ions  on  this  subject  will  be  immedi- 
ately given  in  charge  to  our  minister  there,  and  the  result  shall  be  com- 
municated to  the  legislature. 
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^<  It  is  with  extreme  concern  I  hftve  to  inform  you  that  the  proecd- 
in^  of  the  person  whom  they  have  nnfortanately  appointed  their  mil- 
ister  plenipotentiary  here  have  breathed  nothing  of  the  firieodly  b^ 
of  the  nation  which  sent  him.  Their  tendency^  on  the  oontraij,  hm 
been  to  involve  us  in  war  abroad,  and  discord  and  anarchy  at  boat 
So  far  as  his  acts  or  those  of  his  agents  have  threatened  our  imaiediate 
commitment  in  the  war,  or  flagrant  insult  to  the  authority  of  the  Ivn. 
their  effect  has  been  counteracted  by  the  ordinary  oo^izance  of  tk 
laws,  and  by  an  exertion  of  the  powers  conflded  to  me.  Wh  ere  tbes 
danger  was  not  imminent,  tbey  have  been  borne  with  from  sentiments  of 
regard  to  his  nation,  from  a  sense  of  their  friendship  toward  as,  froo  i 
conviction  that  they  would  not  suffer  us  to  remain  long  exx>osed  to  tbe 
action  of  a  person  who  has  so  little  respected  our  mutual  dispositions, 
and  from  a  reliance  on  the  promises  of  my  fellow-citizens  in  their  prin- 
ciples of  peace  and  order.  In  the  mean  time,  I  have  respected  and 
pursued  the  stipulations  of  our  treaties,  according  to  what  I  jadg^ 
their  true  sense,  and  have  withheld  no  act  of  friendship  which  thdr 
affairs  have  called  for  from  us,  and  which  justice  to  others  left  us  fnt 
to  perform.  I  have  gone  further.  Rather  than  employ  force  for  tbf 
restitution  of  certain  vessels  which  I  deemed  the  United  States  boui^ 
to  restore,  I  thought  it  more  advisable  to  satisfy  the  parties  by  avowing 
it  to  be  my  opinion  that,  if  restitution  were  not  made,  it  would  be  io- 
cum  bent  on  the  United  States  to  make  compensation.  The  papers  dot 
communicated  will  more  particularly  apprise  you  of  these  transactions.^ 

President  Waahington,  Bpecial  message,  Dec.  5, 1793.    See  1  Am.  St.  Pap.(F9. 
Rel.),  141. 

That  Washington's  mature  judgment  was  against  dismissing  Geiet 
except  in  case  of  necessity  is  admitted  by  Mr.  Hildreth  (4  Hist.  U.  &, 
4^) :  "  So  insolent  continued  to  be  the  whole  tone  of  Genet's  oo^^^ 
spondence,  and  so  open  his  attempts  to  stir  up  the  people,  the  Stat? 
governments,  and  the  new  Congress  about  to  assemble,  against  the  Ex- 
ecutive, that  Washington  proposed  to  the  Cabinet  to  discontinue  bi< 
functions  and  to  order  him  away.  He  was  himself  strongly  inclined  to 
this  course^  but  this  step,  like  that  of  publishing  the  dispatches,  vas 
defeated  by  Jefferson  and  Handolph,  against  icliose  united  opinions  Wagk- 
ington  did  not  choose  to  act.  They  suggested  that  Genet  would  not  obey 
his  order,  and  that  such  a  step  might  revive  his  popularity  and  gi^ 
him  (Genet  f )  a  majority  in  the  new  Congress  soon  to  assemble.  Be 
hides,  the  measure  was  a  very  harsh  one,  and  might  expose  tbe  United 
States  to  a  declaration  of  war  on  the  part  of  Prance,  the  onl.v  naiiOfi 
on  earth  sincerely  their  friend."  That  6^?fef  might  hare  a  majoritrii 
his  favor  in  Congress  was  not  a  contingency  likely  to  affect  the  jn^- 
ment  of  Washington ;  but  there  is  no  question  that  for  other  leasoo^ 
he  concludcHl,  after  his  usual  deliberation,  not  to  adopt  the  extreot 
measures  proposed  by  Hamilton  and  Knox. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  having  finally  asked  the  FttfoA 
Government  to  recall  (renet,  he  was  recalled  and  Fauchet  sent  in  fa^ 

604 


CflAP.  IV.]  WHEN  MINISTER  MAY   BE   8BNT   BACK,  [§  84.    . 

place.  On  February  21, 1794,  Faachet  addressed  a  letter  to  Mr.  Ban- 
dolph,  then  Secretary  of  State,  "communicating  the  order  of  the  Execu- 
tory Provisory  Council  of  the  French  Eepublic,  '  to  demand  the  arrest 
of  M.  G-enet  and  all  the  other  agents  who  may  have  participated  in  his 
faults  and  his  sentiments.'"  Mr.  Eandolph  answered  that  be  was  directed 
by  the  President  to  inform  M,  Fauchct  "  that  notwithstanding  his  sin- 
cere disposition  to  cultivate  its  (the  French  Kepublic's)  friendship,  he 
thinks  his  legal  power  too  questionable  to  cause  the  arrest  to  be  made.'' 

Mr.  Aandolph,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Fanohet,  Feb.  27, 17M.    MSS.  Notes,  For. 

Log* 
As  to  reeaU  of  Genet  and  Morris,  see  further  iii/V*a,  $  148ft. 

Mr.  Faachet,  accredited  to  take  the  place  of  Mr.  Genet,  entered  on 

his  duties  on  February  2L  1794,  and  asked  for  Mr.  Genet's  arrest,  for 

misconduct.    "Our  co-operation  was  refused  for  reasons  of  law  and 

magnanimity." 

Mr.  Pickering,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Monroe,  Jnne  1, 1795.    MSS.  Inst.,  Minigtertt 
1  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  JEtol.),  709. 

The  dismissal  in  1806  of  Trujo,  the  Spanish  minister,  was  based  on 
an  attempt  on  his  part  to  bribe  a  newspaper  in  Philadelphia  to  advo- 
cate the  Spanish  view  of  the  boundary  question  then  in  controversy  be- 
tween Spain  and  the  United  States.  His  recall  was  demanded  by  Mr. 
Madison,  Secretary  of  State,  but,  at  the  request  of  his  Government,  it 
was  understood  that  he  was  to  be  permitted  to  depart  on  the  footing  of 
a  minister  going  home  on  leave.  But  he  took  advantage  of  this  con- 
cession by  delaying  his  departure,  and  hovering  "about  Washington 
while  the  Spanish  question  was  still  before  Congress,  and  upon  being 
notified  by  Madison  that  his  presence  was  displeasing  to  the  President 
he  published  two  insolent  replies,  announcing  that  he  should  stay  in 
the  capital  as  long  as  he  liked.  *  *  A  bill  was  proposed  in  the  Senate 
authorizing  the  President  to  order  the  departure  of  foreign  ministers 
in  certain  cases;  which,  however,  was  dropped,  for  to  have  passed  it 
would  import  that  in  the  present  instance  the  Executive  had  moved 
precipitately." 

2  Schouler's  TI.  S.,  108. 

Ab  to  recall  of  Yrajo,  Spanish  minister,  see  farther  infra,  (  106. 

Private  memoranda  by  Mr.  Madison  of  his  interviews- with  Mr.  Bose, 
in  February,1808,  are  given  in  2  Madison's  Writings,  4J  Iff.  <'  Mr.  Rose's 
mission  is  abortive.  Communications  on  the  subject  will  be  made  to 
Congress  in  a  day  or  two.  He  made  it  an  indispensable  preliminary  to 
his  entering  on  a  negotiation,  or  even  disclosing  the  terms  of  satis- 
faction he  had  to  offer,  that  the  proclamation  of  the  President  should 
be  put  out  of  force.  This  being  inadmissible,  it  was  proposed  that  on 
bis  disclosing  his  terms,  and  their  appearing^  to  be  satisfactory,  a  re* 
peal  of  the  proclamation  and  the  act  of  reparation  might  bear  the  same 
date.  His  instructions  being  a  bar  to  this,  the  correspondence  was 
closed,  with  an  intimation  that  it  rested  with  his  Government  to  decide 
on  the  case.-    He  will  depart,  I  understand,  without  delay." 

Mr.  Madison,  Sec.  of  State  (nnofflcial),  to  Mr.  Monroe,  Mar.  18,  1808 ;  2  Madi- 
son's  Writings,  422.  • 
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On  November  23,  1809,  Mr.  E.  Smith,  Secretary  of  State,  in  a  letter 
to  Mr.  Pinkney,  then  minister  to  Englabd,  instructed  Mr.  Pinkney  lo 
ask  for  the  recall  of  Mr.  Jackson,  then  British  minister  at  Washington, 
on  account  of  offensive  conduct  of  Mr.  Jackson.  He  was  not,  however, 
recalled  at  the  time,  though  the  United  States  Government  declined  to 
have  further  of&cial  communication  with  him.  On  Jane  30,  1810.  Mr. 
E.  Smith  wrote  to  Mr.  Pinkney  "  to  repeat  the  demand  for  the  recall  d 
Mr.  Jackson,"  and  reference  was  made  to  continued  offenses  by  Mi. 
Jackson  in  "toasts  given  by  him  at  the  public  dinners  at  Boston." 

The  primary  ground  on  which  President  Madison  demanded  tiie  re- 
call of  Mr..  Jackson  was  a  statement  of  Mr.  Jackson,  in  a  note  to  Mr. 
Smith,  Secretary  of  State,  declaring  that  the  agreement  entered  ioto 
by  the  Administration  with  Mr.  Erskiue,  who  had  preceded  Mr.  Jack- 
son, "was  concluded  in  violation  of  that  gentleman's  (Mr.  ErskineVi 
instructions,"  which  "were  at  the  time,  in  substance,  made  known  to 
you."  This  was  a  charge  at  once  of  falsehood  and  of  duplicity;  siiKs 
Mr.  Smith  has  over  and  over  again  declared  that  Mr.  Mrskine's  instnic- 
tions  were  not  known  at  the  time  to  the  Administration.  The  insult 
was  the  more  marked  as  Mr.  Erskine  had  himself  stated  that  he  held 
back  his  instructions  under  the  impression  that  it  xahs  not  his  duty  to 
impart  them.  A  joint  resolution  passed  Congress  sustaining^  the  Ad- 
ministration in  dismissing  Mr.  Jackson,  and  declaring^  the  course  of 
the  latter  to  be  indecorous  and  insulting.  Further  details  of  Mr.  Jack- 
son's misconduct  in  his  mission  are  given,  wfra,  §  107. 

See  as  exhibiting  the  views  of  the  minority  in  Congress  on  tliis  subject,  Qaia- 
cy's  Speeches,  157  ff. 

"  In  my  letter  of  the  19th  ultimo,  I  stated  to  you  that  the  declara- 
tion in  your  letter  of  the  11th  that  the  dispatch  from  Mr.  Canning  to 
Mr.  Erskine,  of  the  23d  of  January,  was  the  only  dispatch  by  which 
the  conditions  were  prescribed  to  Mr.  Erskine  for  the  conclusion  of  an 
arrangement  on  the  matter  to  which  it  related,  was  then,  for  the  firet 
time,  made  to  this  Government.  And  it  was  added  that,  if  that  dis- 
patch had  been  communicated  at  the  time  of  the  arrangement,  or  if  it 
had  been  known  that  the  propositions  contained  in  it  were  the  only 
ones  on  which  he  was  authorized  to  make  an  arrangement,  the  arrange- 
ment would  not  have  been  made. 

"In  my  letter  of  the  1st  instant,  adverting  to  the  repetitioii  in  yoar 
letter  of  the  23d  ultimo  of  language  implying  a  knowledge  in  this 
Government  that  the  instructions  of  your  predecessor  did  not  authorise 
the  arrangement  formed  by  him,  an  intimation  was  distinctly  given  to 
to  you  that  after  the  explicit  and  peremptory  asseveration  that  this 
Government  had  not  any  such  knowledge,  and  that  with  such  knowl- 
edge such  an  arrangement  would  not  have  been  made,  no  such  insino^ 
tion  could  be  admitted  by  this  Government. 

"Finding  that  in  your  reply  of  the  4th  instant  you  have  used  lan- 
guage which  cannot  be  understood  but  as  reiterating  and  even  aggra- 
vating the  same  gross  insinuation,  it  only  remains,  in  order.to  preclode 
opportunities  which  are  thus  abused,  to  inform  you  that  no  ftirther 
communications  will.be  received  from  you,  and  that  the  necessity  of 
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this  determination  will,  without  delay,  be  made  known  to  your  Gov- 
ernment. In  the  mean  time  a  ready  attention  will  be  given  to  any  com- 
munications affecting  the  interests  of  the  two  nations  through  any  other 
channel  that  may  be  substituted." 

Mr.  R.  Smith,. Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jackson,  Nov.  8, 1809.    3  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For. 
Eel.),  318.     See  infra,  $  107. 

**Mr.  Jackson  immediately  withdrew,  with  every  member  of  his  mis- 
sion, from  Washington ;  he  made  New  York  the  place  of  his  residence. 
The  secretary  of  the  legation  was  desired  by  the  British  minister  to  give 
notice  of  that  circumstance  to  the  Department  of  State.  The  Govern- 
ment, without  delay,  requested  the  recall  of  Mr.  Jackson,  and  on  the 
14th  of  March,  1810,  Mr.  Pinkney,  the  American  minister  in  London, 
received  notice  that  Mr.  Jackson  had  been  directed  to  return  to  England, 
but  his  recall  was  not  accompanied  with  any  mark  of  the  displeasure  of 
his  own  Government.'' 

2  Lyman's  Diplomacy  of  U.  S.,  chap.  i.  ^ 

"In  the  cases  of  Erskine  and  Jackson  tlio  correspondence  on  his  (Mr. 
B,  Smith's)  part  had  in  a  manner  fallen  entirely  on  my  hands." 

President  Madison's  statement  on  the  resignation  of  Mr,  Smith,  Sec.  of  State, 
Apr.,  1811.    2  Madison's  Writings,  499. 

The  following  confidential  letters  of  President  Madison  to  Mr.  Jeflfer- 
8on  will  be  of  use  as  illustrating  the  above : 

"The  Gazette  of  yesterday  contains  the  mode  pursued  for  reanimating 
confidence  in  the  pledge  of  the  British  Government  given  by  Mr.  Erskine 
in  his  arrangement  with  this  Government.  The  puzzle  created  by  the 
order  of  April  struck  every  one.  Erskine  assures  us  that  his  Govern- 
ment was  under  such  impressions  as  to  the  viiMvs  of  this,  that  not  the 
slightest  expectation  existed  of  our  fairly  meeting  its  overtures,  and 
that  the  last  order  was  considered  as  a  reasonable  (.seasonable f)  miti- 
gation of  a  failure  of  the  experiment.  This  exi)lanation  seems  as  extraor- 
dinary as  the  alternatives  it  shows.  The  fresh  declarations  of  Mr. 
!Erskine  seem  to  have  quieted  the  distrust  which  was  becoming  pretty* 
strong,  but  has  not  destroyed  the  elfect  of  the  ill-grace  stamped  on  the 
British  retreat,  and  of  the  commercial  rigor  by  the  new  and  insidious 
duties  stated  in  the  newspaper.  It  may  be  expected,  I  think,  that  the 
British  Government  will  fulfill  what  its  minister  has  stipulated,  and 
that  if  it  means  to  be  trickish,  it  will  frustrate  th'>i  proposed  negotiation, 
and  then  say  these  orders  were  not  permanently  repealed,  but  only 
withdrawn  in  the  mean  time." 

President  Madison  to  Mr.  JeiT(3rson,  Jnne  *20, 18(^3.     Coufideutial  JefTerson  MSS., 
Dop.  of  State.     Soe  2  Madisoifs  Writiugs,  444. 

•*  You  will  see  by  the  instructions  to  Erskine,  as  published  by  Can- 
ning, that  the  latter  was  as  much  determined  that  there  should  be  no 
adjustm*int  as  the  former  was  tliat  there  should  be  one.  There  must, 
however,  have  been  other  instructions  comprehending  the  case  of  the 
Chesapeake  jmd  other  communications  from  ('anning  accompanying  the 
Britisli  order  of  April  20,  as  referred  to  in  Erskiue's  quieting  declara- 
tion last  made  to  Mr.  Smith.  I  believe  also,  that  Erskine's  letter  to 
Canning,  not  disclosed  by  the  latter,  will  not  warrant  his  ascribing  to 
Erskine  the  statement  of  conversations  with  Mr.  G.  (Gallatin),  Mr.  8, 
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^B.  Smith)^  and  myself.    Plnkney  will  also  disavow  what  CaDoing  pet 
in  his  mouih." 

Same  to  same,  Aug.  3, 1809,  ibid.    2  Madison's  WtitingSi  449. 

^'Ersklne  is  in  a  ticklish  situation  with  his  Govemment.  I  siMpeet 
he  will  not  be  able  to  defend  himself  against  the '  charge  of  exeee<liD«: 
his  instructions,  notwithstanding  the  appeal  he  makes  to  sundry  otfa^^ 
not  published.  But  he  will  make  out  a  strong  case  against  Canning, 
and  he  will  be  able  to  avail  himself  of  much  of  the  absurdity  ard  evidrnit 
inadmissibility  of  the  articles  disregarded  by  him.  He  can  plead,  al:»o, 
that  the  difiPerence  between  his  arrangement  and  the  spontanecms  onleis 
of  April  26  is  too  slight  to  justify  the  disavowal  of  him.  This  differ- 
ence seems,  indeed,  to  limit  its  importance  to  the  case  of  HollaDd^  andtu 
consist  in  the  direct  trade  admitted  by  the  arrangement  and  an  inclirect 
one  through  the  adjoining  ports  required  by  the  orders.  To  give  impor- 
tance to  t£is  distinction  the  ministry  must  avow,  what  if  they  were  uot 
shameless  they  would  avow,  that  their  object  is  not  to  retaliate  iojvay 
on  an  enemy,  but  to  prevent  the  legitimate  trade  of  the  United  States 
from  interfering  with  the  London  smugglers  of  sugar  and  coffee.'^ 

Same  to  same,  Au^.  16,  1809,  ibid.    2  Madison's  Writings,  451. 

^'  Jackson,  according  to  a  note  sent  from  Annapolis  to  Mr.  Smi^ 
was  to  be  in  Washington  on  Friday  evening  last.  The  letters  from  Mr. 
Pinkney  brought  by  him  were  dated  June  23,  and  merely  rehearsed  a 
conversation  with  Canning,  from  which  it  would  seem  that  C.  readUr 
adoiitted  that  his  second  condition  (colonial  trade)  had  no  ooBoeetioo 
with  the  subject,  and  that  it  was  not  to  be  expected  the  United  Stales 
would  accede  to  the  third  (6.  B.  to  execute  our  laws).  Why,  tfaea,  makit 
them  ultimatay  or,  if  not  tdtimata^  why  reject  the  arrangement  of  E.  (Er»- 
kine)  for  not  including  them.  For  as  to  the  first  article,  if  he  doen  not 
fly  from  his  language  to  P.,  the  continuance  of  the  non-intercoiirse  n. 
France,  cannot  be  denied  to  be  a  substantial  fulfillment  of  it.  Frosi 
his  view  of  the  matter,  it  might  be  inferred  that  Jackson  came  with  a 
real  olive  in  his  hand.  But  ^ides  the  general  slipperiness  of  his  su- 
perior, some  ideas  fell  from  him  in  his  conversation  with  P.  jostifyiDf 
distrust  of  his  views.'' 

Same  to  same,  Sept.  11, 1809,  ibid.    2  Madison's  Writings,  453.     See  farther  Mr. 
Matdison  to  Mr.  Pinkney,  Jan.  20, 1810.    2  Madison's  Writings,  468/". 

^*'  The  long  debates  on  the  resolution  of  Mr.  Giles,  on  the  aabjeot  of 
Mr.  Jackson,  have  terminated  in  aflirmative  votes,  by  large  majorities. 
This,  with  the  refusal  of  the  Executive  to  hold  communication  with 
him,  it  is  supposed,  will  produce  a  crisis  in  the  British  policy  towards 
the  United  States,  to  which  the  representations  of  the  angry  minister 
will  doubtless  be  calculated  to  give  an  unfavorable  turn.  Should  this 
happen,  our  precautionary  views  will  have  been  the  more  seasonable. 
It  is  most  probable,  however,  that  instead  of  expressing  resentment  hx 
open  war,  it  will  appear  in  more  extended  depreciations  on  our  com- 
merce, in  declining  to  replace  Mr.  Jackson,  and,  perhaps,  in  the  coarse 
observed  with  respect  to  you,  in  meeting  which  your  judgment  wfll  be 
the  best  guide.'' 

^resident  Madison  to  Mr.  Pinkney,  minister  at  London,  Jan.  20, 1810.    2  Madi- 
son's  Writings,  469.  • 
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"  From  the  manner  in  wiiich  the  vacancy  left  by  Jackson  is  provided 
for,  it  is  inferred  that  a  sacrifice  is  meant  of  the  respect  belonging  to 
this  Government,  either  to  the  pride  of  the  British  Government,  or  to 
the  feelings  of  those  who  have  taken  side  with  it  against  their  own. 
On  either  supposition,  it  is  necessary  to  connteract  the  ignoble  pur- 
pose. You  will  accordingly  find  that  on  ascertaining  the  substitution 
of  a  charg6  to  be  an  intentional  degradation  of  the  diplomatic  inter- 
course on  the  part  of  Great  Britain,  it  is  deemed  proper  that  no  higher 
fupctionary  should  represent  the  United  States  at  London.  .1  sincerely 
wish,  on  every  account,  that  the  views  of  the  British  Government,  in 
this  instance,  may  not  be  such  as  are  denoted  by  appearances,  or  that, 
on  finding  the  tendency  of  them,  they  may  be  changed.  However  the 
fact  may  turn  out,  you  will,  of  course,  not  lose  sight  of  the  expediency 
of  mingling  in  every  step  you  take  as  much  of  moderation,  and  even 
•  of  conciliation,  as  can  be  justifiable ;  and  will,  in  particular,  if  the 
present  dispatches  should  find  you  in  actual  negotiation,  be  governed 
by  the  result  of  it  in  determining  the  question  of  your  devolving  your 
trust  on  a  secretary  of  legation.'' 

President  Madison  to  Mr.  Pinkney,  minister  at  London,  May  23,  1810.   2  Madi- 
son's Writings,  474. 

According  to  Sir  A.  Alison,  the  refusal  of  the  British  ministry  to 
"ratify  this  arrangement''  (that  of  Erskine),  "although  fully  justified 
in  point  of  right  by  Napoleon's  violence,  and  by  Mr.  Erskine's  deviation 
from  his  instructions,  may  now  well  be  characterized  as  one  of  the 
*  most  unfortunate,  in  point  of  expediency,  ever  adopted  by  the  British 
Government." 

10  Alison's  Hist,  of  Europe,  650.    See  in/ro,  $$  107,  150b. 

Mr.  Jackson's  course  in  other  respects  is  noticed  more  fully  infray 
§  107. 

Mr.  R.  Smith's  explanation  to  Mr.  Pinkuey  of  the  dismissal  of  Mr. 
Jackson  is  in  3  American  State  Papers  (Foreign  Eelations),  318,  j^. 
Mr.  Pinkney's  letter  to  Lord  Wellesley,  requesting  Mr.  Jackson's  re- 
call, is  given  in  same  volume,  352  ff.  Lord  Wellesley's  reply  is  in  same 
volume,  355  ff.  In  this  reply  it  is  said  that  "  His  Majesty  is  always 
disposed  to  pay  the  utmost  attention  to  the  wishes  and  sentimeiits  of 
states  in  amity  with  him,  and  has,  therefore,  been  pleased  to  direct  the 
return  of  Mr.  Jackson  to  England.  But  His  Majesty  has  not  marked 
with  any  expression  of  his  displeasure  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Jackson, 
whose  integrity,  zeal,  and  ability  have  long  been  distinguished  in  His 
Majesty's  service,  and  who  does  not  appear,  on  the  present  occasion,  to 
liave  committed  any  intentional  ofi^ense  against  the  Government  of  the 
United  States." 

See  7  Wait's  St.  Pap.,  283,  295 ;  Lawrence's  Wheaton  (ed.  1863),  437. 
As  to  alleged  insults  to  Mr.  Jackson,  see  infra^  $$  94,  107. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  will  acquiesce  in  a  demand  of 
a  foreign  Government  for  the  recall  of  a  minister  who  is  personally  un- 
acceptable to  such  Government. 

Mr.  Van  Buren,.Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Poinsett,  Oct.  16,  1829     MSS.  Inst.,  Am. 
States. 
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The  pablication  by  a  foreign  minister,  during  his  official  term,  of  a 
document  charging  the  United  States  with  bad  faith,  will  be  ground  tu 
demand  his  recall ;  and  if  it  be  subsequently  sustained  by  his  Govon 
ment,  this  will  be  regarded  by  the  United  States  asVk  gross  indignity. 

BCt.  Forsyth,  Seo.  of  State,  report  to  President  of  Dec.  2,  1837.     MSS.  B^on 
Book.    See  supra,  $  79. 

It  is  within  the  province  of  a  Government  to  whom  a  minister  ii 
accredited  to  request  his  recall,  and  this  request,  when  personal  to  the 
minister  himself,  will  be  complied  with. 

Mr.  Bachanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jewett,  Mar.  19|  1847.    MSS.  Inat.,  Fera. 

While  the  right  of  a  sovereign  to  require  the  recall  of  an  offensiTie 
minister  sent  to  him  is  generally  recognized,  a  qualification  is  recog- 
nized in  cases  where  the  request  is  based  on  a  charge  of  an  offense 
alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  such  minister  of  which  offense  the 
Government  commissioning  him  holds  him  to  be  innocent.  In  sach 
case  no  recall  based  on  this  assumption  of  such  offense  will  be  granted. 

Mr.  Buchthnan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Leal,  Aug.  30,  1847.    MSS.  Notes,  Brazil 

"In  1849,  an  exciting  diplomatic  correspondence  took  place  between 
Mr.  Clayton,  Secretary  of  State,  and  Mr.  Poussin,  minister  pleniiK>t6D- 
I  tiary  of  France,  named  by  the  provisional  Government.  Though  this 
occurrence  occasioned  some  delay  in  the  reception  of  the  letters  of  cre- 
dence of  the  American  minister,  Mr.  Rives,  the  French  Government 
disavowed  and  recalled  its  minister.    Lesur,  Annuaire,  1849,  6(15.** 

Lawrence's  Wheatoo  (ed.  1863),  438. 

Mr.  Webster's  report  of  June  23,  1652,  on  the  withdrawal  of  Mr.  Httlseniann  at 

obarg^  d'affaires  for  Aastria,  is  given  in  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  92,  33d  Cong.. 

1st  sess.     See  also  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  9,  31st  Cong.,  1st  aess.,  supru,  k  48. 

Persistent  enlisting  in  the  United  States  of  soldiers  to  serve  in  tlie 
British  army  against  iiussia  by  British  agents,  with  the  connivance  of 
the  British  minister,  and  of  certain  British  consuls,  is  an  invasion  of 
the  sovereignty  and  neutrality  of  the  United  States  which  wiU  jnstifr 
a  request  to  the  British  Government  to  recall  the  minister  and  eonsuik 
concerned. 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Buchanan,  June  9,  1855;  MSS.  Inst.,  6r.  Bhc 
Same  to  same,  July  15, 1855.  Same  to  same,  Oct.  1, 1855 ;  Oct.  15, 1855 ;  OrL 
31, 1855 ;  Nov.  12,  1855 ;  Dec.  28,  1855 ;  Apr.  22,  1856.  Mr.  Marcy  to  Mr. 
Dallas,  May  27,  1856 ;  June  16,  1856. 

As  to  prosecutions  for  enlisting  in  the  United  States  nnder  anch  ciroiuiifltaiio& 
see  in/my  $J  387,  395,  404. 

A  foreign  minister  who  engages  in  the  enlistment  of  troops  heie  for 
his  Government  is  subject  to  be  summarily  expelled  from  the  countir, 
or,  after  demand  of  recall,  dismissed  by  the  President. 

7  Op.,  367,  Gushing,  1855. 

See  as  to  cessation  of  intercourse  with  British  minister.  House  £x.  Doe.  K«. 
107,  34th  Cong.,  1st  sess, 
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^'  The  condact  of  Mr.  Catacazy,  the  Eassian  minister  at  Washing- 
tOD)  having  been  for  some  time  past  such  as  materially  to  impair  his 
usefulness  to  his  own  Government,  and  to  render  intercourse  with  him 
for  either  business  or  social  purposes  highly  disagreeable/'  Mr.  Gnrtin, 
minister  to  Eussia  from  the  United  States,  was  instructed  to  intimate 
to  the  Eussian  Government  that  ^'  under  the  circumstances  the  President 
is  of  the  opinion  that  the  interests  of  both  conn  tries  would  be  promoted 
and  those  relations  of  cordiality  with  the  Government  of  the  Czar,  of  the 
importance  of  which  he  is  well  aware,  would  be  placed  upon  a  much 
surer  footing  ^  if  the  head  of  the  Eussian  legation  here  was  to  be 
changed.' '^ 

Mr.  Fiah,  Sec.  of  State,  tp  Mr.  Cartin,  Jane  16, 1871.  MSS.  Inst.,  Bassia. 

<^The  hesitation  and  delay  in  complying  with  the  request  directed  in 
dispatch  of  16th  June  occasion  disquiet  and  disappointment.  The  rea- 
son alleged  not  satisfactory,  as  communication  with  minister  for  foreign 
affairs  is  open.  Decision  important  before  the  advent  of  the  prince,  as 
the  President  cannot  be  expected  to  receive  as  the  principal  attendant 
of  his  highness  one  who  has  been  abusive  of  him,  and  is  personally 
unacceptable.    Instruction  of  this  date  to  you  on  the  subject." 

Mr.  Fiahy  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Curtin,  Aug.  18, 1871.    (Telegram.)   MSS.  Inst., 

Russia. 

• 

^'  It  is  believed  to  be  usual  when  a  minister  shall  have  made  himself 
so  unacceptable  to  the  Government  to  which  he  is  accredited  as  to  have 
forfeited  the  confidence  of  that  Government,  and  to  have  rendered  in- 
tercourse with  him  disagreeable,  for  the  Government  promptly  to  recall 
him  upon  the  mere  intimation  of  a  wish  to  that  effect.  This  has  inva- 
riably been  done  in  other  similar  instances  which  have  occurred  in  the 
history  of  this  Government.  It  will  be  a  cause  of  much  pain  to  the 
President  if  the  Imperial  Government  should  think  proper  to  adopt  a 
different  coarse  on  this  occasion." 

Mr.  Davis,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Curtin,  Aug.   18,  1871.    MSS.  Inst., 
Bnssia. 

"Every  Government  has  the  right  to  have  the  representative  of 
another  power  an  acceptable  person,  and  no  Government  has  the  right 
to  exx)ect  of  another  the  retention  of.  a  representative  who  indulges  in 
personal  abuse  of  the  head  of  the  Government  to  which  he  is  accredited, 
as  Mr.  Gatacazy  has  done.    You  may  read  this  to  the  vice-chancellor." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Curtin,  Sept.  5,  1871.    MSS.  Inst.,  Russia. 

"  The  President,  desiring  to  manifest  the  sincerity  of  his  firiendship 
for  the  Eussian  Government,  and,  in  view  of  the  expected  visit  of  the 
grand  duke  and  of  the  alleged  impossibility  of  sending  another  minis- 
ter to  replace  the  one  now  here  in  season  to  accompany  the  prince,  has 
decided  to  tolerate  the  present  minister  until  after  the  visit  of  the 
prince.    Tbi^t  minister  wijl  then  b^  dismissed,  if  not  recalled.    The 
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President,  however,  will  not  formally  receive  Mr.  .Catacazy,  except 
when  he  accompanies  the  prince,  and  can  hold  no  conversation  with 
him. 

^^  Yon  will  commonicate  this  to  the  vice-chancellor  immediately,  and 
may  read  it  to  him." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  (  urtin,  Sept.  20,  1871,     MSS.  Inst.,  Rdsbul 

.After  the  Government  of  the  United  States  has  requested  the  recall 
of  a  foreign  minister,  if  there  be  delay  or  difficulty  in  obtaining  SQch 
recall,  his  passports,  in  case  of  continued  misconduct  on  his  part,  may 
be  sent  to  him  forthwith. 

Mr.  ^ifih,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Catacazy,  Nov.  10,  16,  1871.     MSS.  Notes,  Kna- 
81  a. 

^^•The  official  or  authorized  statement  that  a  minister  has  made  him- 
self unacceptable,  or  even  that  he  has  ceased  to  be  ^persona  grata^  to 
the  Government  to  which  he  is  accredited,  is  sufficient  to  invoke  the 
deference  of  a  friendly  power  and  the  observance  of  the  courtesy  and 
the  practice  regulating  the  diplomatic  intercourse  of  the  powers  of 
Christendom  for  the  recall  of  an  objectionable  minister.  The  dedara- 
tiou  of  the  authorized  representative  of  the  power  to  which  an  offendiD«^ 
minister  is  accredited  is  all  that  can  properly  be  asked,  and  all  that  a 
self  respecting  power  could  give." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Curtin,  Nov.  16, 1871.    MSS.  lost.,  Russia. 

Aa  to  recall  on  fi^roand  of  extraneoaB  publication s,  see  iupray  $  79. 

As  to  Catacazy's  retirement,  see  further  Mr.  Fisb's  Report  of  Dec.  6, 1871,  Senate 

Ex.  Doc.  No.  5,  42d  Cong.,  2d  sees.     Mr.  Fisb,  Sec.  o^  State,  to  Mr.  Brown, 

Oct.  10,  1871 ;  MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey. 


IX.  MODE  OF  PRESENTATTON  AND  TAKING  LEAVE. 

-         §85. 

'  Mr.  Monroe,  having  been  recalled  from  France  in  the  fall  of  1796,  his 
place  was  taken  by  Mr.  C.  0.  Pinckney,  who  arrived  in  Paris  in  Decem- 
ber in  that  year.  The  day  after  Mr.  Pinckney^s  arrival,  on  December  12, 
Mr.  Monroe  and  Mr.  Pinckney  visited  De  la  Croix,  the  French  minister 
of  foreign  affairs,  who  took  little  pains  to  conceal  his  belief  that  Pinck- 
ney had  been  sent  to  supersede  Monroe  on  account  of  thelatter's  kindly 
feeling  to  France.  A  few  days  afterwards  Mr.  Monroe  received  a  formal 
notification  that  Mr.  Pinckney  would  not  be  received  until  the  grievanees 
complained  of  by  France  were  redressed ;  and  Mr.  Monroe^'s  positioiL 
was  made  peculiarly  embarrassing  by  the  fact  that  this  communication 
was  coupled  with  a  profusion  of  compliments  to  himself.  At  that  time 
no  stranger  could  remain  in  France  without  police  permission.  Kot 
only  did  the  Government  refuse  to  recognize  Mr.  Pinckney  as  minister, 
but  he  was  informed,  on  January  25,  that  he  could  not  remain  in  Paris 
without  this  police  permission,  and  on  February  3  he  was  further  in- 
formed that  by  remaining  he  made  himself  liable  to  arrest.  He  ao^yid- 
ingly  obtained  his  passports  and  left  Fiance  for  Uolland.  Mr.  Monroe 
has  been  charged  with  want  of  dignity  in  accepting  coiLspicaoas  ho$pi- 
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tality  from  the  French  Government  after  his  successor  had  been  thus 
repelled.  But  the  farewell  reception,  in  which  this  peculiar  adulation 
was  bestowed  on  Mr.  Monroe,  was  on  December  30,  three  weeks  before 
either  he  or  Mr.  Pinckney  were  advised  of  Mr.  Pinckney's  final  rejection. 
In  Mr.  Ticknor's  Life  (vol.  2,  413),  we  are  told  that  Baron  Pichon^  when 
attempting,  in  1837,  to  explain  the  conduct  of  the  Directory,  intimated 
that  Mr.  Monroe  had  spoken  of  Mr.  Pinckney  as  of  aristocratic  tenden- 
cies. Memory  after  the  lapse  of  forty  ye«ir8  cannot  be  relied  on,  and 
it  is  not  unlikely  that  Mr.  Picbon  confused  Mr.  Monroe's  statements 
with  his  own  prejudices.  It  is  cfrtaiii  that  Mr.  Pinckney's  letters  to  the 
Department  speak  in  the  highest  teims  of  the  generous  and  delicate 
assistance  he  received  from  Mr.  Monroe  while  they  were  together  in 
France.  Mr.  Pinckney  was  too  discerning  and  unimpassioned  to  have 
been  imposed  on  by  mere  professions  of  support;  Mr.  Monroe  too  hon- 
orable to  profesd  a  support  he  did  not  give.  i 

See  1  Schoaler's  Hist.  U.  S.,  347;  5  Hildreth,  U.  S.,  46.     See  further  details 

infra,  i  1485. 
Ab  to  ceremonial  in  respect  to  diplomatic  agents,  see  9  John  Adams'  Works,  271, 

quoted  sn^a,  $  81. 
Mr.  J.  Adams'  accoont  of  his  presentation.to  Oeorge  III  and  the  Qneen  is  given 

in  detail  in  1  Lyman's  Diplomacy  of  the  U.  S.,  159  ff. 
The  details  of  the  reception  of  Gerard,  the  first  French  minister  to  the  U.  S., 

on  Jnly  1778,  are  given  in  1  Lyman's  Diplomacy  of  the  U.  S.,  57. 

"When  a  foreign  minister  arrives  at  London,  Paris,  St.  Petersburg,  or 
other  European  court,  he  obtains  an  interview  of  the  secretary  of  state 
for  foreign  affairs,  and  delivers  to  him  a  copy  of  his  letter  of  credence. 
The  secretary  of  state  afterwards,  on  a  day  fixed,  presents  him  to  the 
sovereign,  to  whom  he  delivers  the  original.  On  that  day,  or  as  soon  as 
convenient,  he  visits  all  the  secretaries  or  heads  of  the  Government. 

"  The  foreign  minister's  wife,  who  has  claims  incident  to  the  station 
of  her  husband,  makes  a  visit  at  the  same  time  to  the  wives  of  the  sec- 
retaries or  heads  of  the  Government. 

*' When  foreign  ministers  leave  the  seat  of  government,  to  travel  in 
the  interior,  they  give  notice  of  it  to  the  secretary  of  state  for  foreign 
affairs.    They  likewise  give  notice  of  their  return  home." 

Mr.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Semrier,  May  5, 1814.    MSS.  Notes  For.  Leg. 

'^  Mr.  Daschkoff*  came  to  tell  me  that  he  had  at  length  received  his 
letters  of  credence.  He  meant  of  recall.  This  is  a  mistake  so  common 
that  there  is  a  confusion  of  ideas  prevalent  among  three-fourths  of  the 
diplomatic  characters  I  know.  Letters  of  recall  are  received  by  a  min- 
ister from  his  own  Government.  Letters  of  recredence  are  from  the 
Government  to  which  he  is  accredited  to  his  own,  recommending  him 
back  to  his  own  master." 

4  J.  Q.  Adams'  Mem.,  231. 

Although  the  mission  of  a  minister  ordinarily  terminates  with  his 
delivery  of  a  letter  of  recall,  this  is  open  to  many  exceptions.  '^  The 
more  usual  practice  has  been  for  the  succeeding  minister  to  present  the 
letter  recalling  his  predecessor."    Hence  an  omission  to  send  the  retir- 
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ing  minister  a  letver  of  recall,  does  not  in  itself  sastain  a  minister  in 
remaining  at  his  post  after  the  period  fixed  for  his  retnm. 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  5th  Auditor,  Jaly  5, 1840.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

^^The  diplomatic  agents  who  are  accredited  to  the  President  osoaUj 
transmit  to  the  Department  a  copy  of  their  letter  of  credence,  with  a 
note  requesting  the  appointment  of  a  time  for  them  to  present  the  orig- 
inal. A  copy  of  the  remarks  which  they  may  think  proper  to  make  on 
the  occasion,  frequently  accompanies  their  note  asking  for  a  presenta- 
tion, and  is  submitted  to  the  President  in  order  that  he  may  prepare  a 
suitable  reply.  It  has  not  of  late  been  deemed  necessary  to  write  oat 
this  answer.'  The  Secretary  of  State  usually  accompanies  the  diplomatk 
agent  to  the  President  on  his  first  presentation,  but  this  is  not  deemed 
necessary  on  subsequent  occasions." 

Mr.  Marcy,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Almonte,  Jan.  27, 1855.    MSS.  Notes,  Mex. 

'<  This  Department  understands  that  intercourse  between  a  diplomatie 
agent  and  the  Government  to  which  he  may  have  been  accredited,  is 
not  always  terminated  only  by  the  presentation  of  the  letters  of  recall 
of  such  agent.  There  ^re  several  other  ways  in  which  such  intercooise 
may  be  concluded.  Whether  this  Shall  be  brought  about  in  one  war 
or  in  another,  diplomatic  immunities  for  the  retiring  agent  may  undoubt- 
edly be  claimed  for  a  reasonable  time  after  his  official  functions  shall  be 
at  an  end.  That  period,  however,  must  depend  upon  circumstances  of 
which  the  Government  to  which 'he  had  been  accredited  is  to  be  tiie 
judge.  The  main  object  for  which  the  privilege  is  allowed  is  to  enable 
the  diplomatic  representative  to  adjust  his  private  affairs,  and  to  depart 
the  country  without  annoyance.  If,  however,  the  privilege  shall  be 
abused  by  an  undue  lingering  in  the  country  by  such  agent  after  his 
official  functions  are  at  an  end,  the  Government  of  that  country  is  jus- 
tified in  regarding  the  immunities  as  forfeited.  It  is  hoped,  bowev^, 
that  there  may  be  no  occasion  to  apply  this  rule  in  the  case  of  Mr. 
Gatacazy." 

Mr.  Fiah,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gorloff,  Dec.  1, 1871.    MSS.  Notes.  Rossia. 

^<  Tour  dispatch  of  the  28th  of  March,  marked  ^  Separate^  in  relation 
to  the  presentation  by  you  at  the  courts  of  Bavaria,  Wurtemberg,  Baden, 
and  Hesse  of  letters  of  recall  on  the  occasion  of  your  retirement  from 
the  post  at  Berlin,  has  been  received,  and  the  subject  has  been  care- 
ftiUy  considered. 

^^  On  examination  of  the  precedent  established  in  the  case  of  Mr. 
Wheaton,  who  while  minister  at  Berlin  was  empowered  to  condnde 
treaties  with  other  German  states,  it  is  found  that  it  was  not  deemed 
expedient  at  that  time  to  authorize  Mr.  Wheaton  to  present  special  let- 
ters of  recall.  The  Department  regards  the  decision  then  made  as  oor- 
rect,  and  adheres  to  it  in  the  present  case. 

^'Letters  of  recall  to  the  Emperor  of  Germany  are  indosed,  and  in 
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presenting  them  you  will  express  to  the  Emperor  the  satisfaction  with 
which  the  President  entertains  the  conviction  that  your  mission  has 
tended  to  cement  the  cordial  relations  of  amity  and  good  feeling  which 
he  desires  to  maintain  and  preserve  between  t^o  powers  which  have 
become  kindred  in  every  sense  of  the  word." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bancroft,  Apr.  21, 1874.    M8S.  Inst.,  Germ. ;  For. 
Rel.,  1874. 

''In  most  cases,  a  mission  of  the  United  States  will  be  found  already 
established  at  the  seat  of  government,  and  still  in  charge  of  the  out- 
going representative,  or  of  a  charge  d'affaires  ad  interim.  In  either 
case,  the  newly-arrived  agent  should  seek,  through  the  actual  incum- 
bent of  the  mission,  an  informal  conference  with  the  minister  for  for- 
eign affairs,  or  such  other  officer  of  the  Government  to  which  he  is 
accredited  as  may  be  found  authorized  to  act  in  the  premises,  and 
arrange  with  him  for  his  official  reception.  He  should  at  the  same 
time,  m  his  own  name,  address  a  formal  note  to  the  minister  for  foreign 
t  affairs,  communicating  the  fact  of  his  appointment  and  his  rank,  and 
requesting  the  designation  of  a  time  and  place  when  he  may  present 
his  letter  of  credence. 

'^  Should  the  diplomatic  agent  be  of  the  grade  of  envoy  extraordinary 
and  minister  plenipotentiary  or  minister  resident,  in  either  of  which 
cases  he  will  bear  a  letter  of  credence,  signed  by  the  President  and 
addressed  to  the  chief  of  the  Oovemment,  he  will,  on  asking  audience 
for  the  purpose  of  presenting  the  original  in  person,  communicate  to  the 
minister  for  foreign  affairs  the  open  office  copy  which  accompanies  his 
original  instructions.  He  will  also,  for  the  completion  of  the  archives 
of  his  legation,  prepare  and  retain  on  file  a  copy  of  his  credentials. 

"If,  however,  the  agent  be  of  the  rank  of  charge  d'affaires,  bearing 
a  letter  of  credence  addressed  to  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs,  he 
will,  on  addressing  to  the  minister  the  formal  note  prescribed  in  sec- 
tion 23,  communicate  to  him  the  office  copy  of  his  credential  letter,  and 
await  the  minister's  pleasure  as  to  receiving  the  original  in  a  personal 
interview. 

''On  the  occasion  of  presenting  ceremonial  letters  of  recall  or  of  cre- 
dence to  the  head  of  the  Government,  it  is  usual  at  most  capitals  for 
the  retiring  or  incoming  diplomatic  agent  to  make  a  brief  address,  per- 
tinent to  the  occasion.  This  address  should  be  written  and  spoken  in 
the  English  tongue  by  the  representative  of  the  United  States. 

"  Before  the  day  fixed  for  his  audience  of  reception  or  of  leave-taking, 
he  should  furnish  to  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs  a  copy  of  his  pro- 
X>osed  remarks,  in  order  that  a  suitable  reply  thereto  may  be  prepared. 

"A  copy  of  the  address  and  of  the  reply  must  be  sent  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  State. 

"When  the  retiring  representative  is,  like  his  successor,  of  the  grade 
of  envoy  extraordinary  and  minister  plenipotentiary  or  minister  resi- 
dent, it  is  customary  for  him  to  present  bis  letter  of  recall  in  the  same 
audience  in  which  his  successor  presents  his  credential  letter,  unless 
for  some  sufficient  cause  he  should  have  been  obliged  to  take  formal 
leave  and  present  his  letter  of  recall  before  the  presentation  of  his  suc- 
cessor. 

"It  sometimes  happens  that  the  retiring  diplomatic  agent  may  not 
have  received  his  letter  of  recall  from  the  Department  of  State  in  sea- 
son to  present  it  in  person  before  his  departure.    In  such  cases  his  suo* 
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c68sor  or,  if  need  be  (after  receiving  special  iiJ^tructioDS  to  that  effect), 
the  charge  d'affaires  ad  interini^  when  there  is  one,  will  present  the  lel^ 
ter  of  recall  in  snch  manner  as  may  be  indicated  to  him  by  the  mininter 
for  foreign  affairs.'' 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

^'  On  arriving  at  his  post,  the  minister's  first  dnty  is  to  inform  the  mio- 
ister  of  foreign  affairs  of  his  arrival  and  of  his  character,  and  to  reqoe&t 
an  interview  lor  the  purpose  of  asking  an  audience  for  the  purpose  of 
'presenting  his  credentials  to  the  head  of  the  state.  He  is  usually  re- 
ceived at  once  by  the  minister,  and  by  the  sovereign  as  soon  as  an  inter- 
view can  be  arranged,  though  in  case  of  absence  or  illness  there  maybe 
a  delay  of  weeks,  if  not  of  months.  Etiquette,  however,  demands  that 
the  audiencfe  for  presenting  credentials  should  take  place  as  early  as 
possible.  These  audiences  are  either  public  or  private.  In  the  first,  the 
minister  is  accompanied  by  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  generally 
followed  by  his  own  secretaries,  and  goes  to  the  palace  in  more  or 
less  state,  according  to  the  customs  of  the  place ;  for  these  vary  greaidj 
ill  different  capitals.  For  an  ambassador  a  state  carriage  is  always 
sent.  This  is  not  always  the  case  with  the  minister  in  a  capital  where 
ambassadors  also  reside,  it  being  considered  desirable  to  draw  distine- 
tions  of  ceremony  between  the  two.  In  small  countries,  where  there 
are  no  ambassadors,  a  state  carriage. is  usually  sent  for  the  minister,  io 
some  places  accompanied  by  an  escort.  At  a  formal  andience  all 
parties  are  standing ;  the  minister  enters,  is  introduced  to  the  sovereign 
by  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  addresses  a  few  words  to  him  stating 
his  character,  and  presents  his  letters  of  credence.  These  the  sovereign 
takes,  sometimes  goes  through  the  formality  of  reading  them,  and  re- 
plies briefly  to  the  minister.  After  the  formal  part  of  the  audience  is 
over,  there  is  generally  a  friendly  conversation  of  a  few  moments,  and 
the  ceremony  ends  in  much  the  same  way  as  it  began.  In  some  coan- 
tries  it  is  expected  that  a  formal  speech  will  be  made  by  the  minister  to 
the  sovereign,  and  a  formal  reply  made.  In  such  cases  the  speech  is 
written  out  in  advance  and  given  to  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  who 
returns  a  copy  of  the  reply  before  the  audience  takes  place.  This  is 
in  order  to  prevent  embarrassment,  as  well  as  to  see  that  nothing  un- 
pleasant be  said.  In  some  countries,  as  in  Eussia,  a  minister  is  nearly 
always  received  in  private  audience.  He  goes  to  the  palace  alone,  is 
met  by  the  grand  master  of  ceremonies,  conducted  to  the  Emperor,  in- 
troduced into  his  room,  and  is  left  alone  with  him.  After  a  word  or 
two  the  Emperor  requests  the  minister  to  be  seated;  and  the  conversa- 
tion is  informaL" 

Schnyler's  Am.  Dip.,  136-138. 

X.  INCUMBENT  CONTINUES  UNTIL  ARRIVAL  OF  8UCCB880K 

§86. 

A  foreign  minister  of  the  United  States  is  not  ordinarily  displaced  by 
the  appointment  of  a  successor  until  the  latter  enters  upon  his  duties. 

13  Op., 300,  Akerman,  1870. 

General  Schenck  on  the  I7th  February,  1876,  tendered  his  resignation 
as  minister  to  London,  to  take  effect  on  the  arrival  of  his  successor. 
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Before  fais  letter  of  resignation  arrived,  and  on  the  2l6t  February, 
1876,  he  sent  a  telegram  asking  leave  of  absence  to  repair  to  Washington, 
which  leave  was  given  on  23d  Febrnary.  On  March  6  the  Secretary 
of  State  wrote  to  General  Schenck  that  his. resignation  was  accepted. 
Before  this  letter  reached  London  General  Schenck  was  on  his  way  to 
Washington.  On  17th  February  the  name  of  Mr.  Dana  was  sent  to  the 
Senate  as  successor  to  General  Schenck,  the  message  stating  that  the 
nomination  was  in  place  of  General  Schenck,  ^^  resigned."  It  was  held 
that  when  the  resignation  was  tendered,  and  the  time  at  which  it  is  to 
take  effect  specifically  named  in  the  resignation,  the  acceptance  of  the 
resignation  without  qualification  was  an  acceptance  with  the  condition 
attached.  It  was  at  the  same  time  held  that  if  General  Schenck  had 
remained  in  England  he  would  have  continued  to  be  minister  until  the 
arrival  of  his  successor^  but  having  Subsequently  obtained  leave  of 
absence,  and  having  returned  in  pursuance  of  that  leave,  he  ceased  to 
be  minister  on  the  nomination  and  confirmation  of  his  successor. 

15  Op.,  911,  Pierrepont,  1876. 

'*  Resignation  while  at  the  agent's  post  is  always  understood  to  take 
effect  on  his  being  relieved  by  his  successor.  If  desired  to  take  effect 
sooner,  the  circumstance  should  be  stated  in  tlie  letter  of  resignation, 
and  be  so  accepted,  before  the  incumbent  quits  his  post. 

"  Resignation  while  on  leave  of  absence  in  the  United  States  is  under- 
stood to  take  efiect  from  the  date  of  its  acceptance. 

'*  If  the  diplomatic  agent  tender  his  resignation  while  absent  frpm  his 
l)ost  on  leave,  but  not  in  the  United  States,  it  is  understood,  unless 
otherwise  stated,  that  he  will  return  to  his  mission  on  the  termination 
of  his  allotted  leave  and  await  the  arrival  of  his  successor;  but  if  his 
successor  reach  the  seat  of  the  mission  before  the  termination  of  the 
agent's  leave  of  absence,  his  resignation  and  his  leave  of  absence  take 
effect  and  determine  on  the  entrance  of  his  successor  ui)on  the  duties  of 
his  office  by  presentation  of  his  credentials. 

''If  a  diplomatic  agent,  having  received  leave  of  absence  (with  or 
without  permission  to  return  to  the  United  States),  tender  his  resigna- 
tion to  take  effect  at  the  expiration  of  his  leave  of  absence,  it  may  be  so 
accepted,  provided  the  demands  of  the  public  service  do  not  require 
that  the  vacancy  be  sooner  filled  5  and  if  so  filled,  the  retiring  officer's 
leave  shall  be  held  to  terminate  thereby. 

**A  diplomatic  agent  may  be  transferred  to  another  post,  either  upon 
his  own  application,  if  circumstances  make  it  advisable  to  accede  to  his 
request,  or  in  the  discretion  of  the  President.  If  the  latter  be  the  case, 
his  non-acceptance  of  the  arrangement  does  not  give  him  any  claim  to 
remain  in  his  former  office. 

^<A  recall  is  usually  accomplished  at  the  pleasure  of  the  President, 
during  a  session  of  the  Senate,  by  sending  to  that  body  the  nomination 
of  the  officer's  successor.  Upon  the  confirmation  and  commission  of 
his  successor  the  original  incumbent's  office  ceases.  He  is,  however, 
expected  to  remain  at  his  post  until  duly  relieved.  If  circumstances 
require  otherwise,  the  case  must  be  governed  by  the  special  instructions 
of  the  Secretary  of  State.  In  any  case  his  official  functions  do  not  cease 
until  he  has  received  notification  of  the  appointment  of  his  successor, 
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either  by  specific  instruction  of  the  Department  of  State  or  by  the  exhi- 
bition of  his  successor's  commission. 

"A  diplomatic  oiBficer  may  be  recalled  while  on  leave  of  absence,  and 
his  successor  appointed,  as  above.  In  such  case,  his  oflSce,  and  with  it 
his  leave  of  absence,  ceases  on  the  receipt  by  him  of  official  notification 
of  the  fact. 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

XL   ffOW  FAB   DOMESTIC    CHANGE   OF   GOVERNMENT   OPERATES  TO 

RECALL. 

§87. 

"  The  maxim  of  the  President  toward  France  has  been  to  follow  the 
Government  of  the  people.  Whatsoever  regimen  a  majority  of  them 
shall  establish  is  both  de  faxsto  and  de  jure  that  to  which  oar  miiuster 
these  addresses  himself." 

Letter  from  Dept.  of  State  to  Mr.  Adams,  Feb.  27, 1795,  approved  and  sppHed 
to  the  dnty  of  the  U.  S.  minist'Cr  at  the  Hetherlands  by  Mr.  Pickerisg,  See. 
of  State,  in  letter  to  the  President,  July  21,  1796.    MSS.  Dom.  Liet. 

On  the  recognition  of  foreign  sovereigns,  see  9upra,  $  70. 

"  The  conflicting  claims  set  up  by  Mr.  Barrozo  Pereira^  and  Mr.  Tw- 
lade  d'Azambuja,  the  late  and  present  representatives  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  Portugal  near  the  United  States,  with  respect  to  the  archives 
of  the  Portuguese  legation,  gave  rise  to  a  legal  procedure  for  their  re- 
covery, instituted  by  the  latter  against  the  former  in  one  of  the  State 
courts  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr.  Barrozo,  who  declined  surrendering  them, 
was  arrested  on  legal  process,  and  put  in  confinement  ux>on  his  refusing 
to  give  bail  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  for  his  appear- 
ance at  the  trial,  which  was  to  decide  the  rights  set  up  by  the  resi)€ctive 
parties.  Under  these  circumstances  he  applied  to  this  Department  for 
evidence  as  to  his  public  character  and  the  exemptions  attached  to  it, 
and  for  its  interference  in  procuring  his  release  from  confinement.  On  the 
other  hand,  Mr.  Torlade  d'Azambuja,  having  made  a  similar  application 
for  evidence  to  support  his  own  title,  this  Department  was  drawn  into 
an  interference  which  renders  it  expedient  that  you  should  be  placed  in 
possession  of  such  facts  in  relation  to  it  as  will  enable  you  to  impart  to 
the  Brazilian  Government,  in  case  it  should  be  asked,  correct  and  cir- 
cumstantial information  respecting  the  part  which  was  taken  in  the 
affair  by  this  Department,  and  the  views  entertained  resi)ecting  it  by 
the  President  and  Gk)vernment  of  the  United  States. 

"The  only  active  agency  of  this  Department  in  the  controversy  was 
a  letter  addressed  to  Mr.  Barrozo,  at  the  instance  of  Mr.  Torlade,  r^ 
questing  him  to  deliver  to  the  last-mentioned  gentleman  the  archives  of 
the  Portuguese  legation.  This  request  not  being  complied  with  by  Mr. 
Barrozo,  who  stated  his  reasons  for  not  doing  it,  the  matter  in  dispute 
was  left  to  take  its  course  before  the  court  where  the  suit  had  been  insti- 
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tnted,  and  which,  aided  by  the  evidence  furnished  fiom  this  Depart- 
ment with  respect  to  the  pablic  character  of  the  parties,  quashed  the 
writ,  and  released  Mr.  Barrozo  from  the  process  issded  against  him. 

•  •  •  "  The  court  having  determined  to  consider  Mr.  Barrozo  as 
Btill  enjo3ning  the  privileges  and  immunities  attached  to  the  represent- 
ative character  of  a  public  minister,  the  attorney  of  the  United  States 
for  the  eastern  district  of  Pennsylvania  thought  it  his  duty  to  institute 
a  suit  against  the  persons  concerned  in  the  arrest  of  Mr.  Barrozo  for  an 
infraction  of  the  act  of  Congress  exempting  public  ministers  from  judicial 
process,  which  suit  now  awaits  a  decision  in  the  due  course  of  law." 

Mr.  Van  Buren,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Browo,  Oct.  20,  1830.  MSS.  Inst.,  Am.  St. 

According  to  ordinary  European  practice,  on  the  accession  of  a  new 
sovereign,  new  letters  to  him  are  forwarded  to  ministers  resident  at  his 
seat  of  Oovemment. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Scheuck,  Apr.  27,  1875.    MSS.  Inst,  Gr.  Brit. 

This  question  came  before  the  district  court  of  Philadelphia,  which 
held  that  a  charge  d'ajQTaires  who  has  returned  his  exequatur  and  ob- 
tained his  passports  cannot  be  sued  in  trover  for  the  archives  of  the 
mission  by  a  n^w  minister  who  represents  an  incoming  adverse  dyna^sty, 
though  such  new  minister  is  recognized  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  the 
reason  being  that  the  outgoing  minister  is  entitled  as  a  returning  min- 
ister to  his  privilege  from  suit. 

D'AzambnJa  v.  Pereira,  1  Miles  (Phil.),  366. 

It  was  further  held  that  the  recognition  of  a  foreign  minister  is  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  authenticity  and  validity  of  his  credentials,  and 
that  where  a  diplomatic  representative  announces  the  cessation  of  his 
functions  by  reason  of  a  change  of  authority  in  his  country  and  obtains 
his  passports,  he  has  not  waived  his  privilege  as  a  returning  minister, 
and  the  process  should  be  quashed.  Ithas  been  also  held  that  such  a  suit, 
as  in  this  case,  is  no  evidence  that  the  sovereign  has  deprived  the  charg6 
of  his  privilege,  even  if  it  wer  e  competent  so  to  do. 

Torlade  v,  Barrozo,  1  Miles  (Phil.),  361. 

Subsequently  the  attorney  who  issued  the  capias  was  indicted  under 
the  act  of  Congress  and  tried  in  the  Federal  court.  The  case  went  .to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  on  a  difference  of  opinion,  and 
a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  by  direction  of  the  President. 

U.  S.  V.  PhiUipe,  6  Pet.,  776. 

For  other  points  in  this  controversy,  see  8  J.  Q.  Adams'  Mem.,  221,  ff, 

A  change  in  the  Government  by  which  a  foreign  minister  is  accred- 
ited suspends  the  activity  of  his  functions,  but  does  not  necessarily 
terminate  them,  and  during  such  suspension  he  is  entitled  to  the  immu- 
nities of  a  public  minister.  Mr.  Barrozo  Pereira,  the  Portuguese  cliarg6 
d'afEaires,  on  the  30th  Octoberf  1829,  was  consequently  held  entitled  to 
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the  respect  and  immunities  of  a  pablic  minister,  notwithstanding  the 
assumption  of  regal  power  in  Portugal  b^  Don  Miguel  in  exclusion  of 
Don  Pedro  IV. 

2  Op.,  290,  Beirien,  1829. 

As  between  the  American  Eepublics  in  which  the  executive  pover  is 
permanent  and  continuous,  the  functions  of  a  public  minister  do  not 
cease  on  a  mere  change  of  President.  A  fortiori  the  Mexican  commis- 
sioner, Mr.  Salazar,  appointed  by  President  Santa  Anna  to  act  on  be- 
half of  Mexico  in  defining  the  cession  of  territory  to  the  United  States, 
under  the  Mesilla  treaty  of  December  30,  1853,  is  not  deprived  of  \a& 
authority  by  the  resignation  of  President  Santa  Anna  and  the  install- 
ment of  a  successor. 

7  Op.,  582,  Caahing,  1855. 
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By  the  congresses  of  Vienna  and  Aix-la-Chapelle  four  distinct  kinds 
of  embassies  were  recognized : 

(1)  '^Ambassadenrs,"  legates,  and  nuncios  of  the  Pope.  These  are 
regarded  as  the  personal  representatives  of  the  sovereign  by  whom 
they  are  sent. 

(2)  Ministers  plenipotentiary  and  envoys. 

(3)  Ministers  resident. 

(4)  Charges  d'affaires,  who  are  appointed  "by  the  minister  of  foreign 
affairs,  while  the  three  classes  first  above  named  are  commissioned  nom- 
inally or  actually  by  the  sovereign. 

Whart.  Com.  Am.  Law,  $  169. 

As  to  rales  of  precedence  of  congress  of  Vienna,  see  Blackwood's  Mag.  for  Dec, 
1873,  vol.  114,  p.  681. 

That  diplomatic  agents  are  not  to  appear  officially  but  with  their  foil 
titles,  and  to  negotiate  only  with  ministers  of  eqnal  rank,  see  7  John 
Adams'  Works,  451,  452 ;  8  id.,  4. 

**  In  the  practice  of  our  Government  there  is  no  immediate  connection 
or  dependence  between  persons  holding  diplomatic  and  consular  ap- 
pointments in  the  same  country ;  but,  by  the  usage  of  all  the  commer- 
cial nations  of  Europe,  such  a  subordination  is  considered  as  of  coui^e. 
In  the  transaction  of  their  official  duties  the  consuls  are  often  in  nece:9- 
sary  correspondence  with  their  ministers,  through  whom  alone  theycaD 
regularly  address  the  supreme  Government  of  the  country  wherein  they 
reside,  and  they  are  always  supposed  to  be  under  their  directions.  Yoo 
will  accordingly  maintain  such  correspondence  with  the  consnls  oT  the 
United  States  in  France  as  you  shall  think  conducive  to  the  public 
interest ;  and  in  case  of  any  vacancy  in  their  offices,  which  may  require 
a  temporary  appointment  of  a  person  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  con- 
sulate, you  are  authorized,  with  the  consent  of  the  Gk>vemment  lo 
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which  yoa  are  accredited,  to  make  it,  giving  immediate  notice  of  it  to 
this  Department.'' 

Mr.  Adams,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Brown,  Dec.  24, 1823.    MSS.  Inst.,  Ministers. 

A  report  by  Mr.  Clay,  Secretaryof  State,  January  31, 1827,  on  the  posi- 
tion of  charges  d'aflfaires  is  contained  in  House  Doc.  No.  452, 19th  Cong., 
2d  sess.  In  this  report,  after  enumerating  a  series  of  cases  of  persons 
appointed  as  charges  d'affaires,  with  their  respective  terms  of  office,  Mr. 
Clay  proceeds  as  follows : 

"  Most  of  the  preceding  appointments  of  charges  d'affaires  were  made 
whilst  we  had  ministers  appointed  to  reside  near  the  same  Government. 
Mr.  Parviance  was  so  appointed  by  Mr.  Monroe,  being  the  regular  min- 
ister of  the  United  States  in  London  at  the  time.  Mr.  Erving,  being 
the  secretary  of  legation  at  Madrid,  was  intrusted  with  the  charge  of 
our  affairs  until  the  arrival  of  Mr.  Bowdoin,  our  minister.  Mr.  Harris, 
at  St.  Petersburg,  was  left  in  charge  of  our  affairs  whilst  Mr.  Adams 
was  absent  on  the  duty  of  assisting  in  the  negotiation  of  peace  with 
Great  Britain.  Mr.  Lawrence  was  left  charge  d'affaires  by  Mr.  Eussell 
Whilst  this  gentleman  was  absent  from  Stockholm  on  the  same  service 
of  treating  pf  peace.  Mr.  Jackson  was  left  charg6  at  Paris  afjter  Mr. 
Gallatin's  appointment,  but  before  his  Arrival  in  France,  as  the  minister 
of  the  United  States.  Mr.  Brent  was  intrusted  with  the  charge  of  our 
affairs  during  Mr.  Forsyth's  return  to  the  United  States.  In  the  same 
character,  at  Stockholm,  Mr.  Hughes  was  left  by  Mr.  Eussell  on  his 
return  home.  Mr.  Pinkney  was  left  by  Mr.  Campbell  in  charge  of  our 
affairs  in  July,  1820,  Mr.  Middleton  having  been  appointed  minister 
the  preceding  April.  Mr.  Appleton  was  left  in  charge  of  our  affairs  by 
Mr.  Forsyth,  at  Madrid,  in  March,  1823,  Mr.  Nelson  having  been  ap- 
pointed minister  the  preceding  January.  Mr.  Watts  was  left  at  Bogota, 
in  charge  of  our  affairs,  in  the  year  1825,  during  Mr.  Anderson's  absence 
on  a  visit  to  the  United  States.  And,  lastly,  Mr.  John  A.  King  was 
left  by  Mr.  Rufus  King  in  charge  of  our  affairs  after  the  appointment 
but  before  the  arrival  of  Mr.  Gallatin  at  London.  The  necessity  of 
confiding  temporarily  to  a  charg6  the  affairs  of  a  Government,  which  is 
ordinarily  represented  by  a  minister  plenipotentiary,  arises  out  of  the 
absence  of  a  minister,  no  matter  from  what  cause.  It  is  supposed  not 
to  be  affected  by  the  fact  of  a  minister's  having  notified  his  intention  to 
return  and  the  appointment  of  his  successor. 

'^  The  authority  under  which  the  above  appointments  were  made  is 
believed  to  be  furnished  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  public  law  and  usage  of  nations.  So  important  is  it  regarded  to 
preserve,  without  interruption,  the  diplomatic  intercourse  between 
nations  which  are  mutually  represented  by  ministers,  that  upon  the 
death  of  a  minister  the  secretary  of  legation  becomes,  by  established 
usage,  ipsofactq^  charg6  d'affaires  until  his  Government  is  advised  and 
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provides  for  the  event.  The  period  daring  which  they  resx>ectively  oon- 
tinned  to  act  in  the  character  of  charge  d'affaires  will  be  seen  by  an 
inspection  of  the  annexed  abstract  firom  the  books  of  the  Treasniyf 
marked  A,  to  which  a  reference  is  respectfully  requested. 

^^The  duties  to  be  performed  by  a  charge  d'affaires,  so  appointed,  are 
to  be  found  in  the  same  public  law  and  usage,  and  may  be  stated,  in  tJie 
general,  to  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  minister  whose  place  he  supplies. 
He  transacts  the  ordinary  business  of  the  legation ;  keeps  its  archiveB 
and  an  office ;  corresponds  with  the  Government  where  he  is  accredited, 
and  with  his  own;  and  sustains  an  expense  and  maintains  an  inter- 
course with  the  diplomatic  corps  corresponding  to  the  new  station  to 
which  he  is  elevated. 

<^  The  compensation  received  by  the  several  persons  so  appointed 
(with  the  exception  of  Mr.  John  A.  Smith  and  Mr.  Watts,  whose  aocountB 
are  not  yet  closed,  but  will  be  finally  liquidated  on  the  same  principles], 
may  be  seen  in  the  above  extract  from  the  Treasury.  From  that  abstract 
it  appears :  First,  that  the  allowance  of  salary  in  the  character  of  charge 
in  the  cases  therQ  stat^,  has  been  uniform ;  second,  that  the  allowance  «f 
an  outfit  has  been  most  usually,  but  not  always,  made ;  third,  that  in  some 
instances  the  temporary  appointment  has  been  continued  after  the  inter- 
vention of  a  session  of  the  Senate,  as  in  the  cases  of  Mr.  Purviance.  Mr. 
Eussell,  Mr.  Lawrence,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Brent,  Mr.  Hughes,  and  Mr. 
Sheldon,  and  in  two  cases  (those  of  Mr.  Erving  and  Mr.  Harris)  after  the 
intervention  of  several  sessions  of  the  Senate ;  and  fourth,  that  in  the  case 
of  Mr.  John  A.  £jng,  the  allowance  made  to  him  was  a  medium  between 
the  highest  and  lowest  allowances  that  had  been  previously  made.  The 
highest  was  made  in  the  cases  of  Mr.  Bussell  and  Mr.  Jackson,  to  each 
of  whom,  besides  the  outfit  and  salary  of  a  charg^,  a  quarter's  retam 
salary  was  allowed.  Mr.  King  was  not  allowed  salary  as  a  charge  daring 
the  absence  of  Mr.  Gallatin  on  his  visit  to  Paris  last  fall,  nor  was  he 
allowed  a  quarter's  return  salary  as  charge.  He  was,  moreover,  the 
bearer  of  a  convention,  the  first  intelligence  of  the  conclusion  of  which 
reached  the  Department  by  his  delivery  of  the  instrument  itself.  Such 
a  service  is  always  regarded  in  the  transactions  of  Oovemments  as  one 
of  peculiar  interest.  He  might  have  been,  but  was  not,  allowed  die 
usual  compensation  made  to  bearers  of  dispatches." 

6  Am. St. Pap.  (For.  Eel.),  5.55. 

<<  The  object  of  diplomatic  missions  is  to  adjust  differences  and  conduct 
affairs  between  Governments  in  regard  to  their  political  and  commercial 
relations,  and  to  furnish  the  Government  at  home  with  information 
touching  the  country  to  which  the  mission  is  accredited  more  full  and 
accurate  than  might  be  obtained  through  the  ordinary  channels,  or  more 
promptly  than  the  same  information  might  otherwise  be  received.  The 
grade  of  a  mission  may  be  higher  or  lower,  according  to  the  estimate 
of  its  importance. 
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'^As  a  geuoral  rule,  no  frovernment  sends  to,  or  at  least  continaes 
iu,  another  conntrj  a  minister  of  a  higher  grade  than  that  conntry  may 
reciprocate.  This  rule,  however,  is  by  no  means  invariable,  and  for 
various  reasons  it  seems  to  be  proper  to  leave  it  to  the  President  to 
determine  the  cases  in  which  exceptions  ought  to  be  made.  Therfe  are 
not  sufficient  advantages  in  having  ministers  of  the  highest  grade 
accredited  to  all  Governments — ^the  most  inconsiderable  as  well  as  the 
most  important — to  justify  a  departure  from  a  long  prevalent  and  com- 
mon usage,  with  many  good  reasons  to  sustain  if 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Pennington,  ohaiiman  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs,  Honae  of  Representatives,  May  83,  1856.  MSS.  Report 
Book. 

"  Tour  dispatch  No.  61,  of  the  16th  ultimo,  relative  to  the  question 
of  precedence  which  has  arisen  among  the  representatives  of  foreign 
powers  of  Tangier,  has  been  received.  In  reply  I  have  to  state  that 
every  nation  may  consult  its  own  pleasure  in  regard  to  the  grade  of  its 
diplomatic  or  other  representative  in  a  foreign  country.  That  grade 
must  be  presumed  to  be  measured  by  its  sense  of  the  importance  of  its 
relations  with  the  power  to  w  hich  the  representatives  may  be  accredited. 

^<  Consuls  have  diplomatic  •functions  in  the  Barbary  states.  The 
United  States  consul  is  accredited  to  the  Emperor  of  Morocco.  His 
predecessors  were  accredited  in  the  same  way,  and  the  consuls  at  Tri- 
poli, Tunis,  and  in  Egypt  are,  respectively,  accredited  to  the  heads  of 
the  Governments  of  those  countries. 

"  It  is  customary,  where  the  rules  of  the  treaty  of  Vienna  and  the 
protocol  of  Aix-larChapelle  are  acknowledged,  for  the  eldest  of  the  chief 
grade  to  take  precedence  of  all  others,  and  the  eldest  also  when  they 
are  all  of  the  same  grade.  Is  this  rule  binding  and  operative  at  Tan- 
giert 

"  The  French  have  thought  proper  to  accredit  a  minister  plenipoten- 
tiary to  the  Emperor  of  Morocco,  who  resides  at  Tangier,  and  who 
claims  precedence  over  the  reirresentatives  of  other  Governments  there 
solely  in  virtue  of  the  superiority  of  his  official  grade.  Is  this  claim 
indefeasible  f  The  rules  in  regard  to  precedence  above  referred  to,  hav- 
ing been  embodied  in  a  treaty  and  in  a  protocol,  may  be  technically 
binding  only  on  the  parties  to  those  instruments.  The  United  States 
were  not  a  party  to  them.  The  Emperor  of  Morocco  might  disregard 
them  for  a  similar  reason.  Those  rules,  however,  may  be  said  to  have 
been  merely  a  formal  recognition  by  the  chief  powers  of  Euroi)e  of  a 
custom  which  had  been  the  law  of  nations  upon  the  subject  ever  since 
diplomacy-  began  in  modem  times.  As  such  they  have  hitherto  been 
practically  accepted  even  by  this  Government,  whenever  it  may  have 
had  occasion  to  send  representatives  of  any  of  the  grades  to  which 
they  refer.  We  have  never  had  any  officer  at  Tangier  of  a  higher  grade 
than  consul.    K,  however^  we  should  accredit  a  minister  plenipotentiary 
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to  the  Emperor  of  Morocco,  we  certainly  should  expect  him  to  have  pr«- 
edence  on  pablic  occasions,  and  in  official  proceedings,  over  the  repre- 
sentatives of  lower  grade  from  other  powers.  Should  not  the  same 
privilege  be  conceded  to  other  states  f 

^'  The  advantage,  if  it  be  one,  is  accidental  now  in  the  case  of  Fnmee. 
It  may  be  claimed  by  ourselves,  or  by  Mexico,  or  by  Switzerland,  io- 
morrow. 

'^  If,  as  cannot  be  denied,  the  grade  of  a  diplomatic  agent  implies  the 
opinion  entertained  by  his  Government  of  the  importance  of  his  reis- 
tions  with  the  Government  to  which  he  may  be  accredited,  this  may,  it 
seems,  be  properly  allowed.  It  may,  however,  be  taken  for  granted 
that,  whatever  may  be  the  grade  of  such  an  agent,  his  social  or  public 
efficiency  is  by  no  means  always  in  proportion  to  his  grade,  but  will  be 
influenced  by  the  comparative  importance  of  the  country  he  may  repre- 
seut,  and  will  also  comport  with  the  strength  of  his  character  and  of  his 
abilities. 

^'  It  is  not  supposed  that  the  tardiness  of  the  minist-er  of  France  in 
asserting  the  privileges  of  his  grade  precludes  him  from  assuming  them 
whenever  he  may  deem  it  advisable. 

"  Under  these  circumstances,  the  impression  is  entertained  that  it  will 
not  be  contrary  to  your  official  dignity,  or  that  of  the  Government  which 
you  rei)reseijt,  to  acquiesce  in  the  application  at  Tangier  of  the  conveD- 
tional  rule  which  prevails  here  and  everywhere  else.'* 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  McMath,  Dec.  30,  1868.     MSS.  iDSt,  Mo- 
rocco; Dip.  Corr.,  1868. 

"A  charge  d'affaires  can  only  be  legally  and  properly  recognized  wheo 
officially  accredited  to  the  Department  by  the  minister  of  foreign  afEairs 
of  the  country  which  he  claims  to  represent." 

Mr.  Fi8h,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Squier,  Nov.  4, 1869.    MSS.  Notes,  UondaiM. 

"  Whilst  in  the  official  and  private  intercourse  between  a  minister  and 
his  secretariesit  is  undoubtedly  among  the  flrcst  of  his  duties  to  observe 
a  frank,  courteous,  and  kindly  demeanor  towards  them,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  is  no  less  incumbent  on  the  secretaries  to  fulfill  with  alacrity 
and  dispatch,  in  the  best  manner  they  are  able,  the  general  and  occa- 
sional instructions  of  the  minister  touching  the  affairs  of  the  legation, 
and  to  maintain  in  their  intercourse  with  him  an  unvarying  due  obserr- 
ance  of  all  the  deference  which  characterizes  the  gentleman,  and  whicii 
is  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  good  breeding.  ]No  servility,  however, 
on  their  part,  or  any  compromise  of  that  self-respect  which  they  owe  to 
themselves,  is  expected.'' 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Vignaiid,  Jan.  18,  1876.     MSS.  Inet.,  France. 

A  "  political  agent,"  sent  as  such  by  a  foreign  Government  to  the 
United  States,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a jdiplomatic  character,  entitled 

634 


CHAP.  IV.]  DIPLOBIATIC   GRADES.  [§  §8. 

to  the  immnnities  of  sach,  even  thoagh  he  is  at  the  Bame  time  consnl- 
general. 

Mr.  Blaine,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Totten,  Apr.  12, 1881.    M8S.  Dom.  Let. 

<*As  long  as  the  minister  is  present  the  secretary  of  legation  is  not 
recognized  by  any  foreign  Government  whatever  as  being  authorized 
to  perform  a  single  official  act  other  than  as  directed  by  the  minister 
himself." 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  WnrtB,  Feb.  28,  1863.    MSS.  iDst., 
Russia. 

The  Department  cannot,  ander  present  circumstances,  '^  in  justice 
to  its  ministers  abroad,  ask  Congress  to  give  them  higher  rank  with 
their  present  salaries ;  neither  could  it  with  propriety  appeal  to  Con- 
gress for  an  allowance  commensurate  with  the  necessary  mode  of  life 
of  an  ambassador." 

Bir.  Frelinghiiysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hunt,  Jan.  31, 1884.    MSS.  Inst.,  Russia. 

'<  The  question  of  sending  and  receiving  ambassadors,  under  the  ex- 
isting authorization  of  the  Constitution  and  the  Statutes,  has  on  several 
occasions  had  more  or  less  formal  consideration,  but  I  cannot  find  that 
at  any  time  the  benefits  attending  a  higher  grade  of  ceremonial  treat- 
ment have  been  deemed  to  outweigh  the  inconveniences  which,  in  our 
simple  social  democracy,  might  attend  the  reception  in  this  country  of 
an  extraordinarily  foreign  privileged  class. 

<^  It  seems  hardly  necessary  to  point  out  in  detail  considerations  which 
will  doubtless  readily  suggest  themselves  to  your  discernment. 

*^  I  infer  from  your  statement  that  the  position  of  the  United  States 
minister  in  the  order  of  precedence,  especially  after  a  change  in  the 
mission,  when  the  newcomer  necessarily  falls  to  the  foot  of  the  list,  may 
entail  delay  in  obtaining  access  to  the  secretary  of  foreign  affairs  in  the 
ordinary  transaction  of  business.  This  is  regulated  in  Washington  and 
in  several  other  capitals  by  the  adoption  of  the  rule  detur  priorij  with 
entire  acceptafbility. 

"  In  1871,  when  Mr.  George  Bancroft  was  minister  of  the  United 
States  at  Berlin,  the  question  of  his  yielding  the  pas  at  the  foreign  of- 
fice in  everyday  intercourse  to  representatives  of  higher  grade  or  longer 
residence  came  up  for  consideration.  I  inclose  transcript  of  a  dispatch 
from  Mr.  Bancroft,  reporting  the  rule  then  adopted  by  Prince  von  Bis- 
marck." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Phelps,  Jaly  2,  1885.     MSS.  Inst.,  6r.  Brit. 

The  rule  adopted  by  Prince  von  Bismarck,  as  reported  in  Mr.  Ban- 
croft's dispatch  of  January  20, 1872,  is  as  follows: 

**  The  chief  of  a  mission  who  arrives  first  [at  the  Foreign  OflBce]  is 
first  admitted,  be  his  rank  that  of  ambassador,  minister  or  charge." 

^'  For  the  sake  of  convenience  and  uniformity  in  determinipg  the  rel- 
ative rank  and  precedence  of  diplomatic  representatives,  the  Depart- 
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ment  of  State  has  adopted  and  prescribed  the  seven  rales  of  the  con- 
gress of  Vienna,  fonnd  in  the  protocol  of  the  session  of  March  9,  ISlo, 
and  the  supplementary  or  eighth  rule  of  the  congress  of  Aix-la-Gha- 
pelle  of  November  21,  1818.    They  are  as  follows : 

*' '  In  order  to  prevent  the  inconveniences  which  have  frequently  oc- 
curred, and  which  might  again  arise,  from  claims  of  precedence  amoof 
diflPerent  diplomatic  agents,  the  plenipotentiaries  of  the  powers  who 
signed  the  treaty  of  Paris  have  agreed  on  the  following  articles,  and 
they  think  it  their  duty  to  invite  the  plenii)otentiaries  of  other  crowned 
heads  to  adopt  the  same  regulations : 

<^  ^Article  I.  Diplomatic  ap^ents  are  divided  into  three  classes:  That 
of  embassadors,  legates,  or  nuncios ;  that  of  envoys,  ministers,  or  other 
persons  accredited  to  sovereigns ;  that  of  charg^  d'aflhires  accredited 
to  ministers  for  foreign  affairs. 

^^  *Abt.  II.  Embassadors,  legates,  or  nuncios  only  have  the  represent- 
ative character. 

^<<Abt.  III.  Diplomatic  agents  on  an  extraordinary  mission  have  not, 
on  that  account,  any  superiority  of  rank. 

"'Aet.  IV.  Diplomatic  agents  shall  take  precedence  in  their  respect- 
ive classes  according  to  the  date  of  the  official  notification  of  their 
arrival.  The  present  regulation  shall  not  cause  any  innovation  with 
regard  to  the  representative  of  the  Pope. 

'^  ^Abt.  Y.  a  uniform  Djode  shall  be  determined  in  each  state  for  the 
reception  of  diplomatic  agents  of  each  class. 

'*  *Art.  VI.  Relations  of  consanguinity  or  of  family  alliance  between 
courts  confer  no  precedence  on  their  diplomatic  agents.  The  same  mk 
also  applies  to  political  alliances. 

"  'Aet.  VII.  In  acts  <  r  treaties  between  several  powers  which  grant 
alternate  precedence,  the  order  which  is  to  be  observed  in  the  signa- 
tures shall  be  decided  by  lot  between  the  ministers. 

"  'Art.  VIII.  It  is  agreed  that  ministers  resident  accredited  to  them 
shall  form,  with  respect  to  their  precedence,  an  intermediate  class  be- 
tween ministers  of  the  second  class  and  charges  d'affaires.' 

''  The  representatives  of  the  United  Stateis  are  of  the  second,  the 
intermediate,  and  the  third  classes,  as  follows : 

<<A.  Envoys  extraordinary  and  ministers  plenipotentiary.  Special 
commissioners,  when  styled  as  having  the  rank  of  envoy  extraordinair 
and  minister  plenipotentiary. 

"  B.  Ministers  resident. 

"These  grades  of  representatives  are  accredited  by  the  President; 

<^  C.  Charges  d'affaires,  commissioned  by  the  President  as  snch,  and 
accredited  by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs 
of  the  Government  to  which  they  fire  sent. 

"D.  Charges  d'affaires  ad  interim.  These  are  in  most  cases  secreta- 
ries of  legation,  who,  ex  officio,  act  as  temporary  chiefs  of  mission  in  the 
absence  of  the  minister,  and  need  no  special  letter  of  credence.  In  the 
absence  of  a  secretary  of  legation,  the  Secretary  of  State  may  designate 
any  competent  person  to  act  ad  interimj  in  which  case  he  is  specifically 
accredited  by  letter  to  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs. 

*'  When  the  office  of  consul-general  is  added  to  that  of  minister  resi- 
dent, charge  d'affaires,  or  secretary  of  legation,  the  diplomatic  rank  is 
regarded  as  superior  to  the  consular  rank.  The  officer,  however,  will 
follow  the  Consular  Eegulations  in  regard  to  his  consular  duties  aod 
official  accounts,  keeping  correspondence  in  one  capacity  separate  firom 
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correspondence  in  the  other.    The  allowance  for  rent  in  such  combined 
offices  is,  as  a  rale,  based  upon  the  entire  salary." 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

The  expression  ^^  ambassadors  and  other  public  ministers,"  in  the 
Constitution^  must  be  understood  as  comprehending  all  officers  having 
diplomatic  functions,  whatever  their  title  or  designation. 

7  Op.,  186,  Gushing,  1855. 

The  commissioner  of  the  United  States  in  Ghina  is  a  diplomatic  offi- 
cer by  the  law  of  nations,  and  a  judicial  officer  by  treaty  and  statute. 

Ibid. 

<^  With  reference  to  diplomatic  rank,  I  only  heard  last  night  tor  the 
first  time  that  the  Duke  of  Sutherland  had,  some  time  ago,  addressed 
a  formal  remonstrance  to  Palmerston  against  foreign  ministers  (not 
ambassadors)  having  place  given  them  at  the  palace  (which  means  going 
out  to  dinner  over  himself  et  suos  pares)j  a  most  extraordinary  thing  for 
a  sensible  man  to  have  done,  especially  in  such  high  favor  as  his  wife 
and  her  whole  family  are.  He  got  for  answer  that  Her  Majesty  exer- 
cised her  own  pleasure  in  this  respect  in  her  own  palace.  The  rule 
always  has  been  that  ambassadors  (who  represent  the  persons  of  their 
sovereigns)  have  precedence  of  everybody;  ministers,  who  a^  only 
agents,  have  not ;  but  the  Queen,  it  appears,  has  given  the  pas  to  min- 
isters plenipotentiaries,  as  well  as  to  ambassadors,  and  ordered  them 
to  go  out  at  her  dinners  before  her  own  subjects  of  the  highest  rank." 

In  a  note  it  is  said  to  have  been  '<  afterward  settled  by  Her  Majesty 
that  foreign  ministers  should  take  precedence  after  dukes  and  before 
marquesses." 

Grey i lie's  Mem.,  2d  series,  Mar.  29, 1860.    As  to  precedence  sociaUy,  see  infra, 
$  107a. 

^'At  very  many  foreign  offices  the  rule  ^  first  come  first  served  '  is  not 
observed ;  but  an  envoy  or  a  minister,  though  he  may  have  been  wait- 
ing hours  in  the  ante-room  for  an  important  affair,  must  give  place  to 
an  ambassador  who  has  come  in  at  the  moment ;  and  at  Constantinople 
it  is  even  expected  that,  should  a  minister  be  in  conversation  with  the 
minister  of  foreign  affairs  or  the  grand  vizier,  he  should  withdraw  and 
wait  whenever  an  am]>assador  may  be  announced.  In  some  countries 
a  different  rule  is  observed.  In  Russia  it  has  been  for  many  years  the 
custom  for  the  minister  to  receive  the  foreign  representatives  in  the  order 
in  which  they  arrive  at  his  office,  without  regard  to  their  rank.  This  rule 
was  brought  into  force  at  Berlin,  owing  to  a  personal  dispute  between 
Mr.  Bancroft,  our  minister,  and  the  British  ambassador.  Mr.  Bancroft, 
after  having  waited  a  long  time  for  an  audience,  was  on  one  occasion 
obliged  to  yield  to  the  British  ambassador,  who  had  that  moment 
arrived.  As  the  ambassador  was  personally  disagreeable  to  the  chan- 
cellor, and  Mr.  Bancroft  was  a  friend  of  his,  a  representation  of  the 
injustice  done  to  the  United  States  and  its  representative  brought 
about  a  change  of  rule." 

8obuyler*8  Am.  Diplom.,  113. 

Mr.  Schuyler  (American  Diplomacy,  114  Jf,)  argues  with  much  ear- 
nestness for  the  appointment,  if  not  of  ambassadors,  at  least  of  diplomatic 
agents  of  uniformly  high  grade. 
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Xm.  CITIZENS  OF  COUNTRY  OF  RECEPTION  NOT  ACCSPTABLS, 

§88a. 

It  is  considered  by  the  Gtovernmeiit  not  advisable  to  leceive  a  dtizen 
of  the  United  States  as  the  permanent  diplomatic  representative  of  % 
foreign  power.  It  wonld  be  otherwise  as  to  speciaJ  purposes  not  in- 
volving continuous  abode  in  the  country. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sqaier,  Mar.  5,  1870.    MSS.  Notes,  HoDdom. 

"  This  Government  objects  to  receiving  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
as  a  diplomatic  representative  of  a  foreign  power.  Bach  citizons,  how- 
ever, are  frequently  recognized  as  consular  officers  of  other  natioDS,aod 
this  policy  is  not  known  to  have  hitherto  occasioned  any  incouven- 
ience." 

Mr.  Evarbs,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Logan,  Sept.  19,  1879.     MSS.  Inst.,  Cent.  Adl 

'^Although  the  usage  of  diplomatic  intercourse  between  uatioos  is 
averse  to  the  acceptance,  in  the  representative  capacity,  of  a  \yeTm\ 
who,  while  native-born  in  the  country  which  sends  him,  has  yet  acquired 
lawfut  status  as  a  citizen  by  naturalization  of  the  country  to  whicb  be 
is  sent,  as  is  understood  to  be  the  case  with  your  worthy  self,  I  am  not 
disposed  to  interpose  any  technical  obstacle,  however  souud,  to  the 
immediate  renewal  of  diplomatic  relations  with  Venezuela,  and  it  will 
give  me  much  pleasure  to  receive  from  your  bauds  the  original  letter* 
of  credence  you  bear,  at  such  time  to-morrow,  the  2l8t  instant,  between 
12  and  3  o'clock,  as  may  be  most  convenient  to  you.^ 

Mr.  Evarts,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Camacho,  Apr.  20,  1880.    MSS.  Notes,  Vena. 

XIV.    DIPLOMATIC    CORRESPONDENCE     CONFIDENTIAL,    EXCEPT  Bl 

ORDER  OF  DEPARTMENT. 

§89. 

"No  ground  of  support  for  the  Executive  will  ever  be  so  sure  as* 
complete  knowledge  of  their  proceedings  by  the  people,  and  it  is  only 
in  cases  where  the  public  good  would  be  injured,  and  because  it  woold 
be  injured,  that  proceedings  should  be  secret.  In  such  cases  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  Executive  to  sacrifice  their  personal  interests  (which  would 
be  promoted  by  publicity)  to  the  public  interests." 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  the  President,  Dec.  2, 1793.    4  Jeff.  Works,  89. 

The  publication  in  the  newspapers  by  a  foreign  minister  in  the  Vmtxi 
States  of  an  official  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State  is  an  improper  act, 
which  will  justify  alike  publication  by  the  Secretary  of  his  reply. 

Mr.  Pickering,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Pinokney,  Nov.  &,  1796.    MSS.  lusty  1^ 
isteis. 
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For  instauces  of  tbe  publication  of  coutroversial  diplomatic  notes  before 
tbey  had  been  received  by  the  parties  to  whom  thev  were  addressed,  see 
11  J.  Q.  Adams'  Mem.,  3G0. 

As  to  tone  of  correspoDdence,  see  infra,  $  107. 

The  publication,  by  a  foreign  minister  to  the  United  States,  ^^  of  his 
correspondence  with  the  Department  without  the  authority  of  his  Gov- 
ernment, is  believed  to  be  unexampled  in  the  history  of  diplomacy  and 
not  decorous  to  the  United  States.'' 

Mr.  Forsytb,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  EHis,  Dec.  9, 1836.    MSS..In8t.,  Ministers. 
As  to  Mr.  Webster's  criticism  on  the  action  of  Mr.  Cass,  in  reference  to  publica- 
tion of  official  action,  see  6  Webster's  Works,  383. 

By  the  rules  of  the  Department  papers  connected  with  pending  diplo- 
matic negotiations  cannot  be  made  public  unless  the  documeuts  are 
called  for  by  Congress  with  the  usual  limitations. 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  lir.  MoEeon,  Feb.  8,  1854.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

<^  The  cipher  now  used  by  this  Department  has  been  used  for  the 
last  forty  years  at  least,  and  is  framed  upon  a  system  which  is  consid- 
ered to  render  it  entirely  inscrutable  to  any  one  not  having  the  key. 
No  doubt  offers  of  other  systems  have  often  been  made  to  the  Depart- 
ment since  the  one  now  in  use  was  adopfed.  Indeed,  the  chief  clerk, 
who  has  been  an  officer  of  the  Department  for  about  twenty-five  years, 
informs  me  that  such  offers  have  averaged  at  least  four  a  year  within 
that  time." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Breckenridge,  Dec.  22,  1853.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

^^  Your  idea  of  improving  our  foreign  diplomacy  by  having  each  min- 
ister apprised  of  the  principal  objects  pursuing  at  every  (3ourt  is  excel- 
lent. I  urged  something  analogous  to  it  upon  Mr.  Forsyth,  while  I  was 
at  St.  Petersburg,  and  I  pressed  it  upon  Mr.  Webster  when  Secretary  of 
State.  It  is  the  great  practical  advantage  enjoyed  by  the  diplomats  of 
Eussia.  It  ]>roduces  a  harmony  of  action  and  inculcation  that,  in  a  long 
run,  tells  conclusively.  Mr.  Webster's  difficulty  was  in  the  great  labor 
which  it  must  throw  upon  somebody  in  the  Department  already  over- 
taxed. How  that  may  t)e,  I  can't  pretend  to  say,  but  if  there  be  any  use 
at  all  in  having  missions  dotted  over  Europe,  they  might  as  well  be 
made  to  co-operate  in  the  general  policy  of  the  Government  as  run  the 
risk  of  impeding  it  by  a  want  of  information  from  the  fountain-head." 

Mr.  DaUas  to  Mr.  Caas,  Sec.  of  State,  Oct.  13, 1857.    1  DaUas,  Letters  from  Lon- 
don, 317. 

Communications  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  its  for- 
eign ministers  are  so  far  privileged  that,  though  published  by  order  of 
Congress,  the  Gk)vernment  cannot  sanction  criticisms  of  them  by  other 
foreign  powers. 

^Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jay,  Jnly  11,  1870.    MSS.  Inst.,  Austria. 

<'  The  Departinent  gives  to  the  consideration  and  preparation  for 
publication  of  the  dispatches  of  its  agents  abroad  every  attention,  with 
the  object  of  guarding  against  the  publication  of  their  personal  views, 
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which  might,  if  kuown,  expose  them  to  criticism  or  censure  in  the  land 
of  their  official  residence.  In  an  examination  of  the  blae  books  of  other 
Governments  it  is  believed  that  far  more  care  is  here  exercised  in  this 
respect  than  in  other  countries.  It  is,  of  course,  impossible  to  prevent 
iiiulicious  or  honestly  mistaken  perversion  of  such  publication  by  out- 
side parties.    •    •    • 

"  If  the  propriety  of  making  such  matters  public  in  due  time  be  left 
to  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  it  is,  indeed,  possible  that 
his  views  as  to  what  parts  of  such  communications  may  or  may  not  be 
unobnoxioaa  to  adverse  criticism  may  differ  from  those  of  the  writer. 
The  latter  being  brought  into  direct  contact  with  the  foreign  adverse 
elements  surrounding  him,  is  naturally  often  better  qualified  to  judge 
of  what  may  be  liable  to  be  used  by  unfair  partisanship  to  his  discredit. 
Fully  aware  of  this,  the  Department  always  gives  the  most  considerate 
attention  to  any  intimation  its  agents  may  convey  that  their  dispatches 
are  to  be  deemed  confidential,  and  it  rarely  happens  that  public  inter- 
ests are  so  grave  as  to  override  such  intimations.^ 

Mr.  Davis,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sargent,  May  23, 1883.    MSS.  Inst., 
Germ. 

The  publication  of  diplomatic  correspondence  in  its  archives  is  a 
matter  at  the  discretion  of  each  particular  Government,  and  for  ft  Grov- 
emment  to  publish  at  its  discretion  letters  to  it  from  foreign  minist^s 
is  a  question  for  its  exclusive  determination. 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  Aug.  2b,  1883.     MSS.  Inat, 
Mex. 

"The attention  of  diplomatic  agents  is  especially  called  to  the  provis- 
ion of  law  by  which  they  are  forbidden  to  correspond  in  regard  to  the 
public  affairs  of  any  foreign  Government  or  in  regard  to  any  matter 
which  may  be  a  subject  of  official  correspondence  or  discussion  with 
the  Government  to  which  they  are  accredited,  with  any  newspaper  or 
other  periodical,  or  with  any  person  other  than  the  proper  officers  of 
the  United  States.'' 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

'^Amoug  the  most  important  general  duties  of  a  diplomatic  represent- 
ative of  the  United  States  is  that  of  transmitting  to  his  own  Grovem- 
meiit  accurate  information  concerning  the  policy  and  views  of  that  to 
which  he  is  accredited,  in  its  important  relations  with  other  powers.  To 
gain  this  information  requires  steady  and  impartial  observation,  a  free 
though  cautious  correspondence  with  other  agents  of  the  United  States 
abroad,  and  friendly  social  relations  with  the  members  of  the  diplo- 
matic body  at  the  place  of  his  residence. 

'^  In  their  regular  correspondence  with  the  Department,  diplomatic 
representatives  of  the  United  States  will  transmit  early  copies  of  all 
official  reports  and  such  information  relating  to  the  Govemn»ent^ 
finances,  commerce,  arts,  sciences,  agriculture,  manufactures,  mining, 
tariffis,  taxation,  population,  laws,  judicial  statistics,  and  to  the  condi- 
tion of  the  countries  where  they  reside,  as  may  be  useful.    In  dispatchefi 
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couiinanicating  such  information,  however,  political  affairs  should  not 
be  referred  to,  but  should'  be  reserved  for  separate  communications. 
Books  of  travel,  history,  and  all  such  as  relate  to  matters  of  political 
importance,  maps  published  by  authority  of  the  state  or  distinguished 
by  extraordinary  reputation,  and  new  publications  of  useful  discoveries 
and  inventions,,  will  always  be  acceptable  acquisitions  to  this  Depart- 
ment. Expenditures  for  such  purpose  should,  in  all  cases,  form  a  sepa- 
rate charge  against  the  Department ;  but  none  should  be  incurred  with- 
out its  previous  express  direction,  unless  in  a  case  of  absolute  necessity. 

"  With  the  exception  of  the  correspondence  with  the  Treasury  De- 
partment respecting  accounts,  and  such  other  correspondence  as  special 
provisions  of  law  or  instructions  of  this  Depaistment  may  require,  no 
correspondence  will  be  held  by  diplomatic  or  consular  representatives 
of  this  Government  with  any  Department  other  than  the  Department  of 
State.  This  injunction  is  especially  applicable  to  communications  to  or 
^m  subordinates  of  other  Departments.  This  rule  is,  however,  not 
intended  to  prohibit  a  diplomatic  agent  from  answering  any  reasonable 
inquiry  of  an  officer  of  another  Department  unless  the  inquiry  shall  have 
l)een  referred  to  the  Department  of  State,  but  he  may,  if  circumstances 
permit,  answer  such  inquiries  without  awaiting  special  instructions; 
and  in  so  doing  he  should  invariably  send  his  reply,  unsealed  and 
accompanied  by  a  copy  for  the  files,  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  who  will 
decide  whether,  and  how,  it  shall  be  forwarded  to  the  person  addressed. 

'^  Drafts  of  correspondence  sent  out  should  not  be  allowed  to  accu- 
mulate, but  should  be  destroyed  as  soon  as  accurately  transcribed  in 
the  proper  record  books. 

^'  It  is  the  particular  desire  of  the  Department  that  no.  diplomatic 
agent,  or  any  officer  of  the  legation,  should  retain  or  carry  away  with 
him  drafts  or  copies  of  his  official  correspondence.  Obedience  to  this 
request  is  enjoined,  inasmuch  as  it  has  sometimes  happened,  and  may 
at  any  time  happen,  that  on  the  death  of  the  possessor  of  such  copies, 
they  pass  into  the  hand;^  of  others  not  so  scrupulously  observant  of  their 
contideutial  character. 

''  Under  no  circumstances  should  any  public  or  official  paper  be  pub- 
lished without  the  express  consent  of  the  Department  of  State. 

"Voluntary  recourse  to  private  letters  to  the  Secretary  of  State  or 
to  officers  of  the  Department  of  State,  on  topics  relating  to  the  official 
business  of  the  legation,  is  discouraged.- 

"It  is  considered  best  that  all  communications  of  diplomatic  officers 
to  the  Department  of  State  should  be  in  the  form  of  regular  dispatches. 
Where  the  whole  dispatch  appears  to  the  writer  to  be  necessarily  of  a 
reserved  or  secret  character,  it  should  be  conspicuously  marked  as 
<  Confidential.'  Where  one  or  more  paragraphs  of  a  dispatch  seem  to 
require  any  precaution  against  undue  publicity,  a  red  line  may  be  drawn 
to  mark  them  and  the  word  "confidential  plainly  written  in  the  mar- 
gin. The  Secretary  of  State,  however,  reserves  the  ultimate  right  to 
decide  whether  the  suggested  reserve  is  necessary  in  the  public  interest.'' 

Ibid. 

"Even  with  all  the  care  that  can  be  exercised,  dispatches  are  not^ 
infrequently  published  which  get  their  writers  into  trouble.  It  may  be 
remembered,  for  instance,  that  the  late  Mr.  Marsh  became  involved  in 
an  annoying  difficulty  in  Italy  on  account  of  the  publication  of  a  sen- 
tence (which  he  bad  even  written  in  cipher)  in  one  of  his  confidential 
dispatches,  questioning  the  sanity  of  the  King.    Of  still  more  recent 
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date  is  tbe  difficulty  with  Germany,  arising  from  the  publication  of  a 
dispatch  of  oar  minister  on  tbe  pork  question,  which  resulted  uitimatdy 
in  his  recall,  disguised  under  the  name  of  transfer." 

Schuyler's  Am.  Diplom.,  34. 

(1)  Confined  to  official  business. 

§89a. 

The  judiciary  alone  are  competent  to  determine  most  questions  d 
law  in  the  United  States,  and  the  Executive  will  decline  to  give  an 
opinion  as  to  such  qn^tions  when  appealed  to  by  a  foreign  sovereign 
or  his  minister. 

Mr.  JeffersoD,  Sec.  of  State,  to  the  minister  of  France,  Mar.  20,  1793.  MBS. 
Notes,  For.  Leg.  To  same  effect,  see  Mr.  Jefferson  to  Mr.  Hammond,  Apr. 
18, 1793.     MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 

<'  It  is  not  competent  for  the  Government  of  the  United  States  to  inter- 
fere with  the  legislation  of  the  respective  States  in  relation  to  the  prop- 
erty of  foreigners  dying  ab  intestate^  or  in  regard  to  inheritanoes  of  any 
kind,  nor  has  Congress  authority,  under  the  Constitution,  to  pass  a  gen- 
eral law,  as  you  seem  to  suppose,  upon  the  subject." 

Mr.  Marcy,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Fay,  June  19,  1854.     MSS.  Inst.,  Switz. 

<' There  has  for  many  years  been  established  in  this  Department  a 
rule  which  inhibits  the  Secretary  of  State  from  giving  letters  of  introdoc- 
tion,  circular  or  otherwise,  for  persons  going  abroad,  to  the  ministers 
or  consuls  of  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Spencer,  June  20, 1863.    MSS.  I>om.  Let. 

^<  We  receive  from  all  monarchical  states  letters  announcing^  the  births 
and  deaths  of  persons  connected  nearly  with  the  throne,  and  we  respond 
to  them  in  the  spirit  of  friendship  and  in  terms  of  courtesy.  On  the 
contrary,  on  our  part,  no  signal  incidents  or  melancholy  casualties 
aftecting  tbe  Chief  Magistrate*  or  other  functionaries  of  the  Republic 
are  ever  officially  announced  by  us*  to  foreign  states.  While  we  allow 
to  foreign  states  the  unrestrained  indulgence  of  these  peculiar  tastes, 
we  carefully  practice  our  own.  This  is  nothing  more  than  the  coorte^ 
of  private  life  extended  into  the  intercouvse  between  nations." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Webb,  July  24,  ie65.    MSS.  Inst.,  BraziL 

<^  It  is  the  long-established  practice  of  this  Department  to  dediiie 
giving  advice  upon  a  hypothetical  case  arising  out  of  our  foreign  Tda^ 
tions." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Harriman,  Apr.  27,  1870.    MSS.  Dom.  Let 

'<  The  Department,  by  a  new  regulation,  has  ceased  to  give  personal 
letters  of  introduction  to  its  officers  abroad,  except  in  special  cases 
where  they  may  be  necessary  to  the  conduct  of  the  public  business.'' 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morse,  Mar.  24,  1881.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 
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'^  The  practice  of  granting  general  introdnctopy  letters  to  faiulitate 
travel  will  be  discontinaed.''  * 

Ciroalttr,  Mr.  Blaine,  Seo.  of  State,  Apr.  25,  1861.    MSS.  Inst.,  Arg.  Rep. 

(2)  USUAIXT  IN  wbiuno. 

The  misanderstandings  likely  to  result  from  reliance  on  oral  commu- 
nications between  Secretaries  of  State  and  foreign  ministers  are  noticed, 
though  with  his  usual  suppressed  sarcasm,  in  a  letter  from  Mr.  Canning 
to  Mr.  Pinkney,  then  minister  at  London,  September  23, 1808. 

3  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Rel.),  230.    Mr.  Pinkney's  reply  is  given  in  same  work,  233. 

(.)n  October  9, 1809,  Mr.  Bobert  Smith,  then  Secretary  of  State,  pro- 
posed to  Mr.  Jackson,  British  minister  at  Washington,  that  their  corre- 
spondence should  be  in  writing,  and  on  this  being  objected  to  by  Mr. 
Jackson,  Mr.  Smith,  on  October  19,  cited  the  similar  proposition  pre- 
viously made  by  Mr.  Canning  to  Mr.  Pinkney.  The  position  that  im- 
portant diplomatic  correspondence  is  to  be  in  writing  is  reiterated  by 
Lord  Wellesley  in  an  interview  with  Mr.  J.  S.  Smith,  charge  d'affaires 
of  the  United  States  at  London,  on  June  16, 1811. 

Mr.  J.  S.  Smith  to  the  Sec.  of  State,  Jane  16,  1811.  MSS.  Dispatohee  Gr.  Brit. 
3  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Bel.),  421.  As  to  the  oorreepondence  with  Mr.  Jackson, 
and  his  subsequent  recaU,  see  supra,  $  84 ;  infra,  $  107. 

'^  No  foreign  Gk)yernment  or  its  representative  can  take  just  oifcDse 
at  anything  which  an  officer  of  this  Oovemment  may  say  in  his  private 
capacity.  Official  communications  only  are  to  be  regarded  as  indicating 
the  sentiments  and  views  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Webster,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  McCurdy,  Jan.  8, 1852.    MSS.  Inst.  Austria. 

Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  92,  :)2d  Cong.,  1st  sess. 
That  official  communications  must  be  to  the  Secretary,  see  aupra,  $  79. 
As  to  form  of  conducting  business,  see  i^fra,  $  107. 

^^  In  connection  with  your  dispatch  permit  me  to  offer  yod  a  word  of 
caution  with  regard  to  cipher  telegrams.  You  should  never  give  both 
the  cipher  and  the  text,  as  in  the  present  instance.  The  latter  is  all 
that  is  requisite.  *  *  •  Such  telegrams  should  either  be  paraphrased 
or  their  import  conveyed  in  a  written  note,  in  order  that  no  clue  what- 
ever to  the  Department's  cipher  may  be  obtained.'' 

Mr.  Bayard,  Seo.  of  State,  te  Mr.  Morgan,  May  26, 1686.    MSS.  Inst.,  Mez. 

XV.  DIPLOMATIC  AGENTS  TO  ACT  UNDER  INSTRUCTIONS. 

§90. 

For  personal  instructions,  see  $  89. 

A  minister,  unless  in  an  extraordinary  case  of  an  indignity  offered  to 
him  in  his  character  as  an  indivi<laal,  or  as  a  minister,  cannot,  without 
the  authority  of  his  Oovemment,  threaten  to  break  off  diplomatic  inter- 
course with  the  sovereign  to  whom  he  is  sent. 

Mr.  Maroy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jackson,  Apr.  8, 1656.    MSS.  Inst.,  Austria. 
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When  war  was  carried  on  between  South  American  countries  in  which 
we  were  represented  by  resident  ministers,  and  in  whose  waters  we  had 
ships  of  war,  watching  our  interests,  it  was  held  ^inconvenient  to  give 
specific  instructions  for  the  Government  of  either  its  (our)  political  r^ 
resentatives  or  its  naval  agents  in  regard  to  many  possible  contingeD- 
cies.  Powers  concerning  political  questions  distinguished  from  naval 
affairs  are  intrusted  to  the  care  of  the  ministers  of  the  United  States; 
and  the  President's  instructions  are  communicated  through  this  Depar^ 
ment.  Eesponsibilities  of  a  peculiar  character  are  devolved  upon  tiie 
commander  of  the  squadron ;  and  the  President's  instructions  are  con- 
veyed through  the  Navy  Department.  •  •  •  In  the  absence  oi 
instructions,  the  agents  of  the  two  classes,  if  practicable,  will  confer 
together  and  agree  as  to  any  unforeseen  emergencies  which  may  arise, 
and  in  regard  to  which  no  specific  instructions  for  the  common  ditee- 
tion  of  both  may  be  given  by  the  President." 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Asbotb,  May  18,  1867.    MSS.  Inst..  Aig.  Bep. 

<<  Diplomatic  agreements,  between  agents  of  foreign  powers,  hastOy 
gotten  up  in  a  foreign  country,  under  the  pressure  of  revolutionaiy 
dangers,  may  be  entirely  erroneous  in  their  objects,  as  they  must  be 
incomplete  in  form,  and  unreliable  for  want  of  adequate  authority. 
Moreover,  they  unavoidably  tend  to  produce  international  jealousies 
and  conflicts.  You  will,  therefore,  carefully  abstain  from  entering  into 
any  such  negotiations,  except  in  extreme  cases,  to  be  immediately  re- 
ported to  this  Department." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Pmyn,  Aag.  22, 1868.  MSS.  Inst.,  Venee.   See 
infra,  $  102. 

I 

The  inconvenience  of  disagreement  between  a  diplomatic  agent  in  a 
foreign  land  and  the  commander  of  our  naval  forces  ^'  is  less  than  the 
inconveniences  which  must  result  from  giving  authority  to  a  minister 
in  one  state  to  control  the  proceedings  of  a  fleet  of  whose  condition  he 
is  not  necessarily  well  informed,  and  whose  prescribed  services  are  re- 
quired to  be  performed  not  only  in  the  vicinity  of  its  minister,  but  also 
in  distant  fields  over  which  he  Las  no  supervision.  Nor  would  it  be 
more  expedient  to  give  a  general  authority  to  the  commanding  officer 
of  a  squadron  to  control  or  supersede  the  proceedings  of  political  repre- 
sentatives of  the  United  States  in  the  several  states  which  he  might 
have  occasion  to  visit." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Asboth,  May  18,  1867.    MSS.  InBt.,  Arg.  Sep. 
As  to  Mr.  Gallatiu's  complaints  of  the  rigidity  of  his  inBtraotions,  see  letters  to  Mr. 

J.  Q.  Adams,  2  Gallatin's  Writings.    See  also  Mr.  Webster's  letters  to  Mr. 

Cass,  Nov.  14,  1848;  MSS.  Inst.,  France;  6  Webster's  Works,  369. 
As  to  Mr.  Jefferson's  withdrawal  of  treaty  with  England  by  MeesiB.  Monroe  and 

Pinkney,  in  consequence  of  non-conformity  with  instmctionB,  eee  iajfn, 

$  1506.    Monroe  Pap.,  Dept.  of  State. 
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XVI.    COMMUNICATIONS   FROM    FOREIGNERS   ONLY  TO  BE  RECEIVED 

TUUOVGH  DIPLOMATIC  REPRESENTATIVES. 

S91. 

That  self-ooDBtitated  missioBB  to  foreign  states  are  illegal,  see  infray  $  109. 

General  Washington,  when  President,  declined  to  receive  Messrs. 
Talleyrand,  Beaumetz,  and  Liancoart,'who  were  then  refugees  from 
France,  on  the  ground  that  ^^  the  French  Bepublic  would  have  learnt 
with  disgust  that  they  had  been  received  by  the  President.  He  having 
resolved  not  to  receive  them,  I  held  it  to  be  my  duty  to  do  violence  to 
niy  individual  regard  for  their  characters  by  merging  it  in  political  con- 
siderations." 

Mr.  Randolph,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Pinokney,  Dec.  23,  1794.    MSS.  Inst.,  Min- 
isters.   They  had  letters  of  introduction  from  Messrs.  Pinokney  and  Jay. 

The  Department  of  State  can  receive  no  communication  from  sub- 
jects of  another  country  on  international  matters,  except  through  the 
minister  of  such  country. 

Mr.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Admiral  Cochrane,  Apr.  5,  1815.    MSS.  Notes, 
For.  Leg. 

^^  Several  days  ago  I  received  information  through  a  confidential  chan- 
nel that  Joseph  Bonaparte,  with  several  companions,  had  arrived  incog. 
at  New  York.  •  •  •  And  yesterday  I  received  the  further  infor- 
mation that  he  was  on  his  way,  accompanied  by  Lewis,  to  report  himself 
to  me  personally,  still  under  this  disguise.  •  •  •  Whatever  motives 
may  have  produced  this  step,  the  palpable  impropriety  of  it,  especially 
as  its  success  would  involve  my  participation  in  a  clandestine  transac- 
tion, determined  me  at  once  to  guard  against  it.  I  have  accordingly 
written  to  Mr.  Bush  to  have  the  travelers  diverted  from  their  purpose 
on  their  arrival  at  Washington." 

Mr.  Madison,  President,  unofficial,  to  Mr.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  Montpelier, 
Sept.  12, 1815.    Monroe  Pap.,  Dept.  of  State. 

^^  To  have  come  at  any  time  to  the  seat  of  your  public  residence  with 
the  ulterior  view  of  a  personal  visit,  without  a  previous  sanction  derived 
through  the  usual  channel,  might  have  been  thought  not  entirely  re- 
spectful, if  prudent.  But  so  to  invs^de  the  sanctity  of  your  domestic 
retreat  really  looks. to  me,  independent  of  all  other  considerations,  as 
scarcely  less  than  an  outrage.  •  •  •  I  remember  that  when  Talley- 
rand was  in  Philadelphia,  as  ex-bishop  of  Autun,  General  Washing- 
ton declined  being  visited  by  him,  although  he  made  known  a  wish  to 
wait  on  hira.'^ 

Mr.  Rush,  Atty.  Gen.,  to  Mr.  Madison,  President,  (unofficial),  Sept.  17,  1815. 
Monroe  Pap.,  Dept.  of  Stale.    See,  as  to  the  reception  of  KoHsutb,  supra^  $  48. 

"Although  it  is  usual  for  this  Department  to  forward  letters  to  per- 
sons abroad,  which  may  be  sent  hither  by  members  of  Congress  for 
that  purpose,  the  punctilio  required  in  Europe  in  communication  with 
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crowned  beads  renders  it  necessary  to  make  letters  to  such  persouages 
an  exception.  The  rule  there  is  that  no  communication  intended  for 
the  sovereign,  even  a  letter  accrediting  a  foreign  minister,  can  be  pie- 
sented  to  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  unless  a  copy  shall  pre- 
viously be  communicated  to  the  proper  minister  of  the  soverei^.  Tiie 
reason  for  this  rule  is  understood  to  be  to  prevent  any  letters  of  aa 
improper  character  from  being  received  by  the  sovereign." 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Rice,  Jnly  16, 1861.    MBS.  Dom.  Let. 

No  officer,  civil,  military,  or  naval,  can  properly  carry  on  an  official 
correspondence  with  a  foreign  Government,  except  through  the  Depart- 
ment of  State,  or  its  diplomatic  representative  at  the  seat  of  sach  Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  VTines,  Jan.  25,  1872.  MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

<'  In  reply,  I  am  directed  by  the  Secretary  of  State  to  inform  yoo 
that  the  usages  of  foreign  intercourse  require  that  comnnunicatioiB 
from  citizens  or  subjects  of  foreign  Govemmeuts  to  the  President 
should  be  addressed  through  the  minister  of  the  nation  of  which  the 
writer  is  a  subject  or  citizen.  Moreover,  it  is  not  the  province  of  the 
executive  branch  of  this  Gk>vemment,  as  a  general  rule,  to  give  aUeo- 
tion  to  a  claim  or  interest  involving  private  rights  only.'' 

Mr.  Hale,  ABst.  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Kahlmann,  May  21,  1»72.     MSS.  Dodl  Let 

A  foreigner  abroad,  desiring  to  communicate  with  this  Government, 
must  do  so  through  the  accredited  representative  of  his  Government  at 

Washington. 

Mr.  FiHb.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mantilla,  Feb.  16,  1875.    MSS.  Notes,  Spain. 

<<  Where  addresses  were  to  be  presented  on  behalf  of  the  people,  or 
a  body  of  tlie  people,  of  a  foreign  country,  it  was  usual  that  an  impli- 
cation should  be  made  through  the  foreign  minister  accredited  to  the 
United  States,  and,  in  any  event,  that  the  minister  should  be  consulted, 
and  the*  contemplated  proceeding  prove  acceptable  to  him." 

Mr.  Cadwalader,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Messrs.  Pamell  and  Power,  Oct.  IS, 
1876.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

On  October  11, 1876,  Mr.  Pamell  and  Mr.  O'Connor  Power,  members 
of  the  Britisl\  Parliament,  ^^  sent  their  cards  to  the  President,  at  Ids 
hotel,  when  on  a  visit  to  New  York,  and,  being  admitted,  requested  an 
opportunity  to  present  an  address  on  the  occurrence  of  the  Centennial 
with  which  .they  stated  they  were  charged ;  and  the  President  there- 
upon replied  that  he  would  shortly  be  in  Washington  when  the  matter 
might  be  disposed  of.  •  •  •  They  were  informed  (on  October  17, 
1876,)  by  a  note  that  before  they  could  be  so  received,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary that  they  should  submit  the  address  for  approval  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  State.    At  this  date  the  address  appeared  in  the  public  pnnts. 

V  Upon  the  18th  of  October,  a  communication  was  received  at  this 
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^Department,  signed  by  these  gentlemen,  asking  an  opportunity  to  pre- 
sent the  address,  and  shortly  after,  and  before  the  address  had  been 
examined,  they  called  upon  Mr.  Gadwalader,  then  Acting  Secretary  of 
State  in  my^absence,  stating  the  object  of  their  mission.  Their  atten- 
tion was  called  to  the  fact  that  the  Department  of  State  could  not 
properly  act  in  such  a  matter  unless  the  address  had  been  submitted  to 
the  British  minister.  They  stated  their  unwillingness  to  do  so  directly, 
but  were  understood  to  acquiesce  entirely  in  the  propriety  of  its  being 
submitted  by  the  Department  to  Her  Majesty's  representative. 

"A  copy  of  their  note  of  October  17,  with  the  address,  was  there- 
upon immediately  sent  to  Sir  Edward  Thornton,  for  his  perusal,,  who 
replied  upon  the  same  day  that  it  would  have  afforded  him  pleasure  to 
have  asked  permission  to  present  these  gc^ntlemen  to  the  President, 
had  they  applied  to  him  for  that  purpose  as  was  usual;  but  with  regard 
to  the  address,  that  it  contained  such  reflections  on  the  conduct  of  Her 
Majesty's  Government  that  he  should  not  feel  justified  in  taking  part  in 
its  presentation  without  express  instructions  firom  his  Government  to 
do  so. 

"  Mr.  (yOonnor  Power  and  Mr.  Parnell  were  thereupon  informed  by 
the  Acting  Secretary  of  State,  by  note  dated  the  following  day,  of  the 
substance  of  the  reply  of  the  British  minister,  and  that  it  would  not 
seem  courteous  to  their  own  representative  or  their  own  Oovemment  to 
take  any  steps  for  a  formal  presentation  of  the  address  under  such  circum- 
stances, but  that  arrangements  would  gladly  be  made  for  their  personal 
presentation  to  the  President  if  it  were  desired. 

^'  Upon  the  20th  of  October,  these  gentlemen  again  addressed  the  De- 
partment, renewing  the  request  that  the  address  be  received,  and  suggest- 
ing that  their  representative  did  not  appear  to  have  any  objection  to  the 
language  of  the  address,  and  that  it  might  still  be  presented,  although 
he  declined  to  take  part  therein;  whereupon  they  were  informed  that 
as  the  British  minister  had  based  his  refusal  to  take  part  in  any  pre- 
sentation of  the  address  upon  the  contents  of  the  address  itself,  it  was 
not  possible  to  comply  with  their  wishes. 

^<  No  farther  communication  of  any  kind  has  taken  place  upon  the 
question,  and  in  making  to  you  this  statement,  and  in  forwarding  to 
you,  as  I  do,  at  your  request,  a  copy  of  all  the  correspondence  herein 
referred  to,  including  a  copy  of  the  proposed  address,  I  have  furnished 
you  with  all  the  information  in  my  possession  on  the  subject. 

^'  The  position  which  the  Department  was  compelled  to  assume  was 
that,  whUe  it  was  quite  competent  to  present  Mr.  O'Connor  Power  and 
Mr.  Parnell  to  the  President  individually,  they  being  gentlemen  of 
standing  and  position  at  home,  and  members  of  the  Parliament  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  in  order  that  an  opportunity  might  be  afforded  them 
of  expressing,  as  individuals,  the  good  wishes  of  the  persons  at  whose 
instance  they  were  sent  to  the  United  States  on  the  occasion  of  the 
Oentennial,  at  the  same  time  a  proper  respect  for  the  Oovemment  of 
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Her  Majesty,  whose  subjects  they  were,  and  for  Her  Majesty's  repre- 
sentative in  the  United  States,  rendered  it  entirely  incompetent  to  take 
any  steps  towards  the  presentation  of  an  address  to  the  President  from 
the  subjects  of  another  and  a  friendly  power,  political  in  its  chanieter, 
and  the  contents  of  which  were  deemed  by  the  representative  of  that 
power  of  such  a  nature  as  to  compel  him  to  refuse  to  take  any  part  in 
its  presentation. 

'^  Your  communication  requests  from  me  information  as  to  the  posi- 
tion occupied  by  this  Department  ^  at  this  moment '  on  the  subject  Od 
this  point  I  have  the  honor  to  say  that  I  am  not  informed  as  to  the 
precise  matter  before  your  committee  at  the  present  time,  nor  as  to  tiie 
similarity  between  the  address  which  it  is  proposed  now  to  present  with 
that  which  the  President  was  unable  to  receive. 

^^  If^  however,  the  address  is  in  general  form  or  substance  the  same^ 
I  may  remind  you  that  its  reception  was  refused  because  Her  Majesty's 
minister  found  it  objectionable  in  tone  towards  his  Government, audit 
is  not  likely  to  be  less  objectionable  when  presented  in  another  quarter.^ 

Mr.  Fishy  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Swann,  ohairman  of  the  Committee  on  ForeigH 
Affairs,  House  of  Representatives,  Dec.  29,  1876.     MSS.  Report  Book. 

XVn.  DIPLOMATIC  AGENTS  PROTECTED  FROM  PBOCE88. 

(1)  Who  are  so  PBiYnjcGSD. 

§92. 

A  secretary  of  the  legation  is  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  of  a  mis- 
ister. 

Res.  V.  De  Longchamps,  1  Dall.,  111. 

And  so  of  an  attach^. 

U.  S.  V.  Benner,  Bald.,  234. 

A  cbarg6  d'affaires  is  privileged  from  arrest  for  debt  while  on  his  w»y 
to  his  own  country,  even  though  his  diplomatic  functions  have  tenni- 
nated. 

Dapont  r.  Pichon,  4  Dall.,  321. 

The  laws  of  the  United  States  which  punish  those  who  violate  the 
privileges  of  a  foreign  minister  are  equally  obligatory  on  the  State 
courts  as  upon  those  of  the  United  States,  and  it  is  equally  the  dnfy  of 
each  to  quash  the  proceedings  against  auy  one  having  snch  privileges. 
In  such  cases  the  injured  party  may  seek  redress  in  either  conrt  against 
the  aggressor,  or  he  may  prosecute  in  federal  courts  under  federal 
statutes  (1  Stat.,  117;  B.  S.,  §  4064).  And  the  circuit  conrt  cannot 
quash  proceedings  against  a  public  minister  pending  in  a  State  ooort; 
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nor  can  the  court  in  any  way  interfere  with  the  jarisdiction  of  the  courts 
of  a  State. 

Ex  parte  Cabrera,  1  Wash.  C.  C,  23SL 

The  certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  State  is  the  best  evidence  to  prove 
the  diplomatic  character  of  a  person  accredited  as  a  minister  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States.  But  parol  evidence  can  be  admitted 
to  prove  the  period  when  a  person  was  considered  by  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  as  a  minister. 

U.  S.  V.  Liddle,  2  Wash.  C.  C,  205. 

Proof  that  a  person  assaulted  is  received  and  recognized  by  the 
Executive  of  the  United  States  is  conclusive  as  to  his  pablic  character, 
and  that  he  is  entitled  to  all  the  immunities  of  a  foreign  minister.  But 
if  a  foreign  minister  commits  the  first  assault  he  forfeits  his  immunity 
so  far  as  to  excuse  the  defendant  for  returning  it. 

U.  S.  V.  Ortega,  4  Wash.  C.  C,  531. 

Under  the  act  of  April  30,  1790,  the  arrest  of  the  domestic  servant  of 
a  foreign  minister  is  illegal,  the  process  invalid,  and  persons  knowingly 
concerned  in  the  arrest  liable  to  prosecution.  If,  however,  the  domestic 
be  an  inhabitant  of  the  United  States,  and  shall  have  contracted  debts 
prior  to  his  entering  into  the  service  of  the  minister,  which  are  still 
unpaid,  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  act  concerning  crimes 
that  gives  this  immunity,  nor  shall  any  person  be  proceeded  against  for 
such  arrest  unless  the  name  of  the  domestic  be  registered  in  the  Secre- 
tary of  Staters  office,  and  transmitted  to  the  marshal  of  the  district  in 
which  Congress  shall  reside. 

1  Op.,  26,  Randolph,  1792. 

The  late  governor  of  Guadaloupe,  who  had  caused  a  vessel  to  be 
seized  and  condemned,  is  not  exempt  from  suit  and  arrest  in  the  courts 
of  Pennsylvania  whilst  here  as  a  prisoner  to  the  British  forces  on 
parole ;  and  if  the  circumstances  attending  the  seizure  were  such  as 
will  constitute  a  defense,  they  must  be  pleaded. 

If  the  seizure  was  an  official  act — done  under  color  of  the  powers 
vested  in  him  as  governor — that  will  be  an  answer,  as  the  extent  of 
his  authority  could  be  determined  only  by  the  constituted  authorities 
of  his  own  nation  ;  but  it  is  not  a  case  for  the  interposition  of  the  Gov- 
eriiment. 

1  Op.,  45,  Bradford,  1794. 

A  foreign  naval  officer  is  not  privileged  from  arrest. 

1  Op.,  49,  Bradford,  1794. 

A  slave  or  other  person  subjex^t  to  the  authority  and  control  of  another 
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is  not  privileged  from  being  retaken  by  his  or  her  superioF,  by  engag- 
ing in  the  service  of  a  foreign  minister. 

1  Op.,  141,  LiDColn,  1804. 

A  person  accredited  as  a  foreign  minister  to  the  United  States,  but 
not  received  as  representing  any  recognized  Government,  and  against 
whom  a  warrant  is  issued  for  unlawful  recruiting,  has  no  diplomatic 
privilege  of  right,  and  whatever  privilege  is  accorded  to  him  by  courtesy 
should  be  withdrawn  as  soon  as  there  shall  be  cause  to  believe  that  be 
is  engaged  in  or  contemplates  any  act  inconsistent  with  the  laws,  tht 
peace,  or  the  public  honor  of  the  United  States. 

8  Op.,  473,  Cashing,  1865. 

<<  The  result  of  the  President's  reflections  respecting  the  right  you 
(Mr.  Oabrera,  who  claimed  exemption  from  criminal  prosecation  on 
ground  of  being  connected  with  the  Spanish  legation)  assert  of  h&ng 
exempted  from  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  country^  is,  that  so  fiv 
as  the  diplomatic  quality,  which  is  made  the  support  of  this  privilege, 
has  been  conferred  by  the  envoy  of  Spain,  its  attributes  must  be  claimed 
only  through  him;  but  if  you  have  been  invested  by  His  Catholie 
Majesty  directly  with  a  public  character  entitling  you  to  exemption 
from  the  cognizance  of  our  tribunals,  all  the  means  in  the  competency 
of  the  Executive  will  be  used  to  assure  to  you  the  privilege  on  your 
forwarding  to  me  the  evidence  of  your  appointment,  authenticated  by 
bis  said  Majesty  or  his  minister  of  foreign  affairs.'' 

Mr.  Madison,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cabiera,  Oct.  17,  1804.    MSS.  I>oiii.  Let 

<^  Far  would  it  be  from  the  Intention  of  the  American  Grovemment  to 
draw  within  its  rigorous  limits  the  exemption  from  ordinary  legal  proe- 
ess  of  a  foreign  public  officer.  It  would  extend  to  them  a  liberal  meas- 
ure of  time,  and  a  full  portion  of  indulgence  for  the  execution  of  the 
trust,  and  for  departure  after  its  completion.  But  it  cannot  perceive 
the  justice  of  extending  these  privileges  beyond  their  limits  as  sane^ 
tioned  by  custom  for  purposes  of  injustice  and  wrong." 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  d'Andaaga,  Nov.  2,  1821.    MSS.  Notflfl,  Foe. 
Leg. 

If  members  of  foreign  legations  are  charged  with  criminal  misconduct 
in  the  place  of  their  residence,  although  they  may  not  be  open  to  crimi- 
nal prosecution,  the  President  will  demand  an  explanation  so  that  he 
can  take  proper  action. 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tacon,  Dec.  10, 1828.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 
Same  to  same,  Feb.  7,  1829. 

^^None  but  citizens  of  the  United  States  with  passports  from  this 
Department,  and  those  who,  being  citizens,  are  certainly  known  to  be 
entitled  to  and  receive  passports  from  ofdciais  abroad  aulboriaed  by 
law  to  grant  them,  have  properly  any  right  to  protection  from  our  lega- 
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tions  and  consulates.  This  privilege,  however,  may,  in  special  cases, 
and  for  a  limited  period,  be  extended  to  foreigners,  and  even  to  Turkish 
subjects  wbo  become  official  'employes,' so  long  as  they  remain  attached 
to  the  legation  and  consulates.  The  custom,  it  is  understood,  bail  its 
origin  in  the  difficulty  of  finding  American  citizens  skilled  in  the  lan- 
guages of  the  East,  and  the  right  should  therefore  be  confined  solely  to 
employes  indispensably  necessary  to  our  representatives.  It  is  to  be 
used  with  caution  in. all  cases,  and  does  not  intend  or  tolerate  the 
employment  of  persons  in  order  to  shelter  them  from  justice,  or  such  as 
may  be  justly  obnoxious  to  the  Government  within  whose  jurisdiction 
the  right  is  exercised.^ 

Mr.  CaHs,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Williams,  Feb.  20, 1858.     MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey. 

<<The  system  of  employing  Turkish  subjects  (in  our  legation  to 
Turkey)  in  subordinate  capacities,  although  sometimes  necessary,  is 
an  encroachment  upon  international  law,  as  maintained  between  civil- 
ized states,  and  is  unknown  in  our  statutory  legislation;"  and  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  will  not,  except  in  strong  cases,  interfere 
for  the  protection  of  the  persons  so  employed. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morris,  Dec.  23,  1867.    MSS.  lust.,  Turkey. 

•*The  publicists,  whose  writings  are  within  reach  of  this  Department, 
mention  no  such  qualification  of  the  right  of  employing  a  courier  [viz., 
that  the  immunities  of  a  courier  from  a  legation  do  not  attach  to  a  person 
appointed  in  the  country  where  the  legation  is  situated].  That  right 
is  regarded  by  them  as  unlimited,  or  as  only  subject  to  the  discretion  of 
the  legation  in  the  choice  of  a  person  for  the  discharge  of  the  trust. 
It  is  a  general  principle  conferred  by  public  law,  which,  in  the  interest 
of  all  nations,  ought  not  to  be  restricted  by  municipal  law,  but,  if  nec- 
essary or  advisable,  should  be  confirmed  and  facilitated  by  the  latter. 
It  is  true  that  in  some  countries  municipal  enactments  are  necessary 
to  secure  to  the  members  of  foreign  legations  those  immunities  under 
the  law  of  nations  to  which  they  are  entitled.  This  Government  became 
sensible  of  this  early  in  its  career,  for  so  long  ago  as  the  30th  of  April, 
1790,  Congress  declared  void  any  process  sued  out  of  any  court  in  the 
United  States  against  any  foreign  minister  or  any  domestic  of  his,  and 
made  this  and  the  serving  of  such  process  a  penal  offense.  Although 
bearers  of  dispatches  are  not  expressly  mentioned  in  the  statute  adverted 
to,  as  its  object  was  to  impart  to  every  member  of  a  foreign  legation 
that  immunity  to  which  he  may  be  entitled  under  the  law  of  nations, 
no  doubt  is  entertained  that,  if  the  statute  were  violated  in  respect  to 
any  bearer  of  dispatches  duly  appointed  by  the  head  of  a  foreign  lega- 
tion in  this  country,  the  violators  would  be  punishable  under  that 
statute. 

•  •  •  "No  appointment  in  a  foreign  country  of  a  person  as  courier 
under  arrest,  or  liable  to  arrest,  would  be  approved  by  this  Department, 
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especially  if  such  appointment  was  in  any  way  intended  to  screen  tiie 
appointee  from  his  liabilities  ander  the  municipal  law." 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Freyre,  Dec.  17, 1870.    MSS.  Notes,  Pera. 
As  to  bearers  of  dispatches,  see  also  $  97. 

^'The  executive  department  of  this  GU>vernment  can  take  no  proceed- 
ings against  persons  who  have  the  immunity  attached  to  the  diplomatic 
character  except  to  ask  their  own  Government  to  recall  them  from  this 
country.'' 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  ^tate,  to  Mr.  Darr,  Feb.  2, 1871.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

^<  The  Department  has  been  fully  informed  of  the  origin  and  progrett 
of  the  latter  question  by  Mr.  Heap,  the  experienced  and  intelligent  con- 
sul of  the  United  States  at  Tunis.  The  opinion  which  you  express,  that 
it  is  advisable  for  the  United  States  to  limit  to  as  few  as  may  be  abso- 
lutely necessary  the- persons  exempt  from  the  local  jurisdiction  by  being 
attached  to  the  legation  and  consulates  in  Turkey  and  its  dependencies, 
is  entirely  approved  by  the  Department,  and  has  for  some  time  past 
been  urged  upon  the  officers  of  the  United  States  in  that  quarter.  It  is 
undei'Stood  that  formerly  there  were  great  abuses  in  this  respect.  It 
was  long  before  their  extent  could  be  ascertained,  and  it  was  found 
difficult  to  correct  them  from  the  eagerness  with  which  persons  seu^t 
the  protection,  so  called,  of  the  United  States,  and  the  reluctance  of 
ministers  and  consals  to  refase  it.  No  such  immunity  should  be  ex- 
tended to  any  person  not  legally  entitled  to  it,  and  then,  as  you  remark, 
it  should  be  maintained  with  firmness  in  behalf  of  those  upon  whom  it 
may  have  been  deliberately  and  considerately  bestowed." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  McVeagh,  Apr.  18, 1671.    MSS.  Inst.,  Torksj- 

The  true  test  of  privilege  from  suit  of  diplomatic  representatives 
<Ms  whether  the  exercise  of  the  municipal  authority  in  question  is  an 
unreasonable  interference  with  the  freedom  with  which  the  functions  of 
the  diplomatic  representatives  must  be  performed."  The  exemption 
<^does  not  apply  to  the  contentious  jurisdiction  which  may  be  conferred 
on  these  (municiifal)  tribunals  by  the  minister  voluntarily  makings  him- 
self a  party  to  a  suit  at  law." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jay,  July  18, 1874.    MSS.  Inst.,  Austria.     See  alee 

Mr.  Fish  to  Mr.  Jay,  Sept.  9, 1874 ;  Oct.  26, 1874.    IJnd. 
As  to  what  is  contained  under  the  term  *' commencing  a  litigation,"  see  Mr. 

Fish  to  Mr.  Jay,  Dec.  29, 1874 ;  Mr.  Fish  to  Mr.  Jay,  Jan.  13, 187.5.    fbid. 

^'The  tendency  of  opinion  in  regard  to  immunities  of  diplomatic  agents 
is  believed  to  be  strongly  toward  restricting  them  to  whatever  may  be 
indispensable  to  enable  the  agents  to  discharge  their  duties  with  con- 
venience and  safety.  The  extreme  doctrine  of  immunity,  which  was 
the  necessity  of  an  age  of  barbarism  and  of  the  intercourse  of  uncivilized 
nations,  has  happily  yielded  to  the  progress  of  Christianity  and  of  mod- 
em culture.    •    •    •    An  envoy  is  not  clothed  with  diplomatic  immu- 
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uity  to  enable  him  to  indulge  with  impanity  in  personal  controversy,  or 
to  escape  liabilities  to  which  he  otherwise  might  be  subjected.  The 
assertion  of  these  immunities  should  be  reserved  for  more  important  and 
delicate  occasions,  and  should  never  be  made  use  of  when  the  facts  of 
.the  particular  case  expose  the  envoy  to  the  suspicion  that  private  inter- 
est or  a  desire  to  escape  personal  or  pecuniary  liability  is  the  motive 
which  induces  if 

Mr.  Fish,  S«c.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jay,  Nov.  29, 1874.    MSS.  Inst.,  Aostria. 

Moorish  agents  employed  by  United  States  citizens  in  the  sea-ports 
of  Morocco  to  do  business  in  the  interior,  may  be,  since  necessary  to  such 
business,  placed  under  the  protection  of  the  United  States,  and  granted 
safe  conducts  as  such. 

Mr.  Evarta,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mathews,  May  27, 1S78.    MSS.  Inat. ,  Barb.  St. 
As  to  whether  a  Spaniard,  a  messengor  in  the  United  States  legation  at  Madrid, 

can  be  compelled  to  military  service  in  Spain,  see  Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State, 

to  Mr.  Lowell,  Feb'.  25,  1879.    MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 

The  wife  of  a  secretary  of  a  foreign  legation  in  this  country  is,  while 
with  him  in  his  official  capacity,  subject,  in  respect  to  her  personal, 
estate,  to  the  laws  of  the  country  he  represents. 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Laurence,  Mar.  31, 1883,  citing  Wheat, 
Int.  Law,  300-1  (Dana's  ed.);  4  PhiU.  Int. Law,  122-3.     MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

''  Foreigners  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States  consulates  and  their 
agencies  in  Turkey  have  a  right  to  the  protection  of  the  United  States 
in  all  matters  pertaining  to  their  office  and  personal  safety,  but  not  in 
regard  to  their  commercial  affairs  and  private  business,  for  protection 
in  which  they  must  look  to  the  representatives  of  the  nation  of  which 
they  are  citizens." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cox,  Nov.  6, 1685.    MSS.  Inst.,  Tnrkey. 

^^  In  a  recent  case  (Taylor  v.  Best)  the  true  position  and  liability  of  a 
secretary  of  legation  accredited  to  the  court  of  England  by  a  foreign 
sovereign,  and  acting  in  the  absence  of  his  ambassador  as  charge  dW- 
fiiires,  were  most  elaborately  discussed;  and  it  was  held,  first,  that  such 
an  official  was  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  of  an  ambassador ;  second, 
that  he  did  not  forfeit  his  privilege  by  engaging  in  mercantile  pursuits 
here,  and  third,  that  if  a  foreign  minister  voluntarily  attorns  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  this  country  he  is  estopped  from  applying 
to  the  courts  to  stay  proceedings  on  the  ground  of  his  privilege ;  but  it 
seems  to  have  been  doubted,  in  the  course  of  the  arguments,  whether 
the  privileges  of  an  ambassador  or  foreign  minister  extend  to  prevent 
his  being  sued  in  the  courts  of  this  country,  or  only  to  protect  him  from 
process  which  may  affect  the  sanctity  of  his  person  or  his  comfort  or 
dignity.  In  the  course  of  the  case  the  question  as  to  the  liability  of  a 
domestic  servant  of  an  ambassador,  when  engaging  in  mercantile  trans- 
actions, being  raised,  it  was  held  that  the  same  privilege  does  not  extend 
to  them  as  to  the  ambassador,  for,  as  Mr.  J.  Maule  said,  Hhe  privilege 
is  not  that  of  the  servant,  but  of  the  ambassador ;  it  is  based  on  the  as- 
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sumption  that  by  the  arrest  of  any  of  his  hoasehold  retinae  his  i^ersonal 
comfort  and  state  may  be  affected.'" 

Abdy's  Kent  (2  ed.),  121. 

^^A  diplomatic  representative  possesses  immunity  from  the  criminal 
and  civil  jurisdiction  of  the  country  of  his  sojourn  ;  and  cannot  be  sued, 
arrested,  or  punished  by  the  law  of  that  country.  Neither  can  he  waive 
his  privilege,  for  it  belongs  to  his  office,  not  to  himself.  It  is  not  to  be 
supposed  that  any  representative  of  his  country  would  intentionally 
avail  himself  of  this  right  to  evade  just  obligations  incurred  either  by 
himself  or  the  members  of  his  mission. 

'<A  secretary  of  legation  is,  according  to  the  admitted  principles  of 
internatioDal  law,  a  ^  public  minister.'  His  personal  privileges,  immuni- 
ties, domiciliary  privileges,  and  exemptions  are  generally  those  of  tkt 
minister  of  whose  official  household  he  forms  a  part. 

''The  personal  immunity  of  a  diplomatic  agent  extends  to  his  house- 
hold, and  especially  to  his  secretaries.  Generally,  his  servants  share 
therein,  but  this  does  not  always  apply  when  they  are  citizens  or  sub- 
jects of  the  country  of  his  sojourn.  Cases  have  arisen  where  a  diplo- 
matic agent  has  claimed  for  a  native  servant  exemption  from  inilitaiy 
service.  His  right  to  do  so  is  not  clear,  and  in  future  the  diplomatic 
agents  of  the  Uuited  States  are  advised  against  questioning  the  right 
of  the  native  Government  to  claim  such  service  from  one  of  it^^  subjeet*^ 
in  his  employ.  It  is  to  be  expected  that  the  claim,  if  made,  will  be  pre- 
sented courteously  to  the  chief  of  the  mission. 

''It  is  customary  for  a  foreign  minister  to  furnish  to  the  local  govern- 
ment a  list  of  the  members  of  his  household,  including  his  hired  serv- 
ants, with  a  statement  of  the  age  and  nationality  of  each.  When  this 
is  requested  it  should  always  be  given.    (See  as  to  asylum,  tn/ra,  §  104.) 

"In  most  Mohammedan  and  Oriental  countries,  the  rights  and  immo- 
nities  ot  extraterritoriality  have  been  secured  by  treaty  to  forefgn  rep- 
resentatives, including  to  some  extent  consular  officers. 

"Among  the  rights  of  extraterritoriality  is  that  of  criminal  and  civil 
jurisdiction,  which  will  be  specially  treated  under  its  appropriate  head- 
ing." 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.  Dip.  Agents,  188r>. 

(2)  Illegality  of  pkocrss  aoainst. 

§93. 

The  entering  a  public  minister's  house  to  serve  an  execution  will 
either  be  absorbed  in  the  arrest,  as  being  necessarily  associated  with 
it,  if  that  be  found  criminal,  or,  if  the  arrest  be  admissible,  must  be 
punished,  if  at  all,  under  the  law  of  nations. 

I  Op.,  26,  Rtindolph,  1792. 

The  President  will  not  interfere  with  judicial  proceedings  between 
an  individual  and  the  commissioner  of  a  foreign  nation  where  the  con- 
troversy may  have  a  legal  trial,  unless  the  suit  grew  out  of  9JCts  done 
by  the  commissioner  in  pursuance  of  his  commission. 

1  Op.,  81,  Lee,  1797. 
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If  a  minister  violate  the  laws  of  the  Government  to  which  he  is 
accredited,  or  otherwise  offend  its  sovereignty,  there  is  no  remedy 
except  in  the  manner  and  form  prescribed  by  international  law. 

7  Op.,  367,  Cnshing,  1855. 

Any  person  who  executes  process  on  a  foreign  minister  is  to  be  deemed 
an  officer  under  section  26  of  the  act  of  1790  (1  Stat.,  117 ;  E.  S.,  §  4064), 
and  in  sach  case  scienter  need  not  be  proved,  nor  is  submission  of  the 
minister  any  defense.  « 

U.  S.  V.  Benner,  Baldwin,  234. 

'^  The  statutes  of  the  United  States  provide  severe  punishments  for 
all  such  violation  of  the  diplomatic  immunities  of  the  representatives 
of  foreign  states,  and  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  acting  in  har- 
mony with  the  principles  of  public  law,  as  recognized  by  the  Govern- 
ment, have  in  more  than  one  instance  held  that  the  law  does  not  make 
knowledge  an  ingredient  in  an  offense  against  the  diplomatic  immuni- 
ties of  a  minister,  and  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  support  an  indictment 
against  a  person  who  executes  a  process  against  such  minister,  that 
the  defendant  should  know  the  person  arrested  to  be  a  foreign  min^ 
ister." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  de  Vaagelas,  Deo.  28, 1876.    MSS.  Notes.,  France. 

Ignorance  of  the  diplomatic  immunities  of  a  party  arrested  does  not 
protect  parties  who  illegally  made  such  arrest. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Washbiirne,  JaD.  11,  1877.    MSS.  Inst. ,  France. 

U.  S.  V.  Benner,  supra. 
As  to  privileges  of  French  consuls  under  treaty,  see  ibid. 

The  service  of  legal  process  upon  a  foreign  minister  is  an  infringe- 
ment of  his  privilege  and  an  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  court. 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Governor  of  Rhode  Island,  Oct.  31,  1881.    MSS. 
Dom.  Let. 

Service  of  writs  on  foreign  ministers  is  in  contravention  of  section 
4064  Revised  Statutes,  and  may  be  a  matter  for  prosecution  in  fed- 
eral courts. 

Mr.  Frelingbuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Brewster,  June  28, 1883.    MSS.  Dom. 
Let.     (See  9  Op.,  Atty.  Gen.,  7.)    Same  to  same,  June  21,  1883. 

Revised  Statutes,  sections  4068  and  4064,  do  not  impose  a  penalty  on 
judges  hearing  suits  in  which  foreign  ministers  are  defendants,  but 
simply  on  parties  suing  out  or  enforcing  writs  of  execution  against  such 
ministers. 

Mr.  Frelinghaysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Preston,  July  10,  1883.     MSS.  Notes, 

Hayti. 
As  to  immunity  of  foreign  ministers  from  process  for  debt,  see  Mr.  F.  W. 

Seward,  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Devens,  Aug.  22;  1878.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 
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General  Henderson,  Minister  from  Texas  to  France  (before  ihe  an- 
nexation of  Texas),  was  arrested  in  New  York,  ob  bis  retom  from 
France  to  Texas,  on  an  alleged  debt.  The  conrt  discharged  him  fixHn 
arrest,  and  held  that  the  want  in  his  case  of  a  passport  made  no  diffiar- 
ence  in  the  case. 

Holbrook  v.  Heoderson,  4  Sand!,  619. 

(3)  Exemption  fbom  csiminal  PB08BcnnoM. 

•       §93a. 

The  prevalent  view,  so  far  as  concerns  civil  process,  is  that  the  doc- 
trine of  extraterritoriality  does  not  apply  (1)  in  cases  where,  from  tbe 
nature  of  tbe  case,  no  other  jurisdiction  exiBts  than  that  in  which  the 
embassy  holds  its  seat,  e.  g.j  suits  for  real  estate ;  (2)  in  cases  where  the 
ambassador  sues,  and  the  claim  against  him  is  set  up  by  way  of  set- 
off;  (3)  in  cases  in  which  tbe  ambassador  voluntarily  submits  to  a  bear- 
ing before  arbitrators,  in  the  same  sense  in  which  a  sovereign  may  agree 
to  an  arbitration ;  (4)  in  cases  where  tbe  ambassador,  with  the  consent 
of  his  Government,  submits  himself  to  tbe  jurisdiction ;  (5)  in  cases 
where  the  ambassador  is  a  citizen  or  subject  of  the  state  to  which  he  is 
accredited,  or  when  be  is  at  tbe  time  in  the  service  of  such  state ;  (6) 
in  cases  where  tbe  ambassador  engages  in  trade,  and  tbe  suit  is  brought 
in  respect  to  such  trading  engagements.  This  extraterritoriality  ordi- 
narily protects  tbe  diplomatic  agent  also  from  prosecutions  for  crime; 
unless  tbe  crime  be  of  a  character  so  outrageous  and  conspicaous  as  to 
forfeit  his  privileges,  or  disturb  tbe  peace  of  the  country  of  his  resi- 
dence. But  even  in  this  case,  tbe  better  course. is  to  send  him  home  to 
his  own  sovereign,  who  alone  has  jurisdiction  over  him.  Tbe  privilege 
of  extraterritoriality  no  longer  gives  tbe  ambassador,  as  was  once  sop- 
posed  to  be  tbe  case,  tbe  power  to  execute  penal  discipline  upon  his 
subordinates. 

Whart.  Com.  Am.  Law.,  $  167. 

If  a  minister's  crimes  be  such  as  to  render  him  amenable  to  local 
jurisdiction,  it  must  be  because  they  forfeit  tbe  privileges  annexed  to 
bis  character;  and  tbe  minister,  by  violating  tbe  conditions  under  which 
he  was  received  as  tbe  representative  of  a  foreign  sovereign,  has  sur- 
rendered the  immunities  granted  on  those  conditions ;  or,  according  to 
the  true  meaning  of  the  original  assent,  has  ceased  to  be  entitled  to 
them. 

Ezohange  v.  McFaddon,  7  Cnmoh,  116. 

^'  Ministers  of  the  highest  grade,  in  cases  of  great  enormity,  are  sub- 
ject to  tbe  penalty  of  the  law,  according  to  the  law  of  nations." 

Mr.  Monroe,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Harris,  Dec.  10,  1815. 

Early  in  1816,  Kosloff,  tbe  Russian  consul  at  Philadelphia,  was  arrested 
in  Philadelphia  on  the  charge  of  having  ravished  a  girl  of  twelve  years, 
who  was  a  servant  in  his  family.  He  was  taken  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  in  Philadelphia  (who  by  law  was  not  empowered  to  take  bail  in 
cases  of  that  class),  who  (a  prima  facie  case  being  shown)  committed 
Kosloff  to  prison  to  wait  trial    A  writ  of  habeas  carpus  being  taken  oat 
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next  day  before  the  chief  justice  of  Pennsylvania,  Kosloff  was  bound 
over  (bail  being  taken)  to  answer  to  the  next  court.  At  this  court  an  in- 
dictment for  rape  was  found  against  him  by  the  grand  jury.  The  district 
attorney  of  the  United  States  for  Philadelphia  was  instructed  by  the 
President  to  give  his  assistance  as  counsel  to  Mr.  Kosloff,  which  was 
done,  though  the  defense  was  managed  by  other  counsel.  A  motion 
was  then  made  by  the  defense  to  dismiss  the  indictment  on  the  ground 
that  the  case  was  exclusively  cognizable  by  Federal  courts.  This  motion 
was  granted  ior  the  reason  given.  (Com.  v,  Kosloff,  5  S.  and  B.,  545.) 
Eape  not  being  then  an  offense  by  a  statute  of  the  United  States,  the 
Attorney-General  of  the  United  States  gave  an  opinion  that  the  Fed- 
eral courts  had  not  cognizance  of  the  offense.  The  Eussian  minister  at 
Washington  urged  with  great  earnestness  a  trial  on  the  merits.  This, 
however,  was  impracticable  under  the  circumstances.  The  Russian 
Oovernmeut  took  umbrage  at  what  it  considered  a  failure  of  justice, 
and  refused  to  receive  Mr.  Harris,  United  States  charg^,  until  a  due 
explanation  was  made.  The  above  explanation  was  made  in  reply  by 
Mr.  Monroe,  Secretary  of  State,  in  a  letter  to  Mr.  Harris,  July  31, 1816, 
quoted  infra. 

See  further,  same  to  same,  Sept.  30, 1816 ;  Mr.  Monroe  to  Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  Noy. 
2,  1816.    MSS.  Inst.,  Ministers. 

Mr.  Daschkoff  subsequently  informed  the  Government  that  he  had 
^'  terminated  his  mission  to  the  United  States  by  the  order  of  his  sov- 
ereign,?  on  this  account,  which  was  regarded  as  the  more  remarkable 
from  the  fact  that  ^^  the  Government  of  Russia  had  admitted  that  a 
consul  deserves  no  protection  in  such  a  case  from  the  law  of  nations." 

Mr.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hughes,  Nov.  2, 1816 ;  to  Mr.  Pinkney,  Nov.  16, 
1816.  MSS.  Inst.,  Ministers.  See  farther  Mr.  Monroe  to  Mr.  Daschkoff, 
Aug.  16,  1816,  Sept.  12,  1816;  to  Count  de  Nesselrode,  Oct.  23,  1816.  MSS. 
Notes,  For.  Leg. 

• 

^^How  far  ambassadors  and  public  ministers  themselves  are  exempted 
by  the  law  of  nations  from  punishment  for  crimes  of  this  nature  by  the 
laws  of  the  country  in  which  they  reside  may  perhaps  with  some  be 
doubtful;  but  this  is  foreign  to  the  present  purpose.  Consuls,  it  is 
believed,  are  not  exempt  from  such  punishment.  This  opinion  is  sup- 
posed to  be  warranted  by  the  weight  of  authority  in  those  commenta- 
tors on  public  law  whose  opinions  are  alike  respected  in  Europe  and 
the  United  States,  and  by  the  general  admission  and  practice  of  Euro- 
pean nations.  Consuls  are  undoubtedly  entitled  to  great  respect,  as 
bearing  the  commissions  of  their  sovereign,  but  their  duties  are  of  a 
commercial  nature,  and  their  public  character  subaltern;  neither  their 
persons  nor  their  domiciles  have  heretofore  been  protected,  as  have 
those  of  ambassadors  and  other  public  ministers. 

^^  Instances  are  not  wanting  in  which  some  of  them  have  been  brought 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  our  courts.  It  is  not  known  that  it  has  ever 
yet  laid  the  foundation  of  any  charge  of  a  breach  of  privilege  or  infringe- 
ment of  public  law  on  the  part  of  any  of  the  Governments  of  Europe, 
whose  commissions  these  consuls  may  respectively  have  borne.  For  a 
recapitulation  of  some  of  these  instances,  I  beg  leave  to  refer  you  to 
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the  report  made  to  me  by  the  attorney  of  the  United  States  at  Phila- 
delphia. I  also  beg  leave  to  refer  yon,  with  the  like  view,  a«  well  as 
for  an  elucidation  of  other  topics  connected  with  this  dispatch,  to  the 
opinion  at  large  of  that  very  respectable  magistrate,  the  chief  jastioe 
of  Pennsylvania,  contained  in  the  folio  document,  and  numbered  20. 
One  of  the  instances  set  forth  in  the  attorney's  report,  and  known  to 
this  Department  to  be  authentic,  deserves  to  be  particularly  adverted 
to.  It  was  the  case,  not  of  a  consul,  but  of  a  commissioner  of  His 
Britannic  Mc^esty,  under  the  sixth  article  of  the  treaty  of  amity,  com- 
merce, and  navigation  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain, 
made  at  London  in  the  year  17d4. 

^' A  British  subject,  clothed  with  a  commission  &om  his  Bang,  under 
this  article  (whereby,  a«  it  is  conceived,  he  stood  upon  a  footing  certainly 
not  inferior  in  dignity  to  a  consul),was  subjected  to  a  process  issuing  fit>m 
a  court  in  Philadelphia,  and  took  his  trial  before  a  jury  on  the  ch^ge 
brought  against  him.  The  Government  of  England  did  not  complain 
of  the  proceeding.'' 

Mr.  Monroe,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Harris,  July  31, 1816.    MSS.  Inst.,  Minutters. 

If  the  crime  committed  affect  individuals  only,  the  Government  of 
the  country  is  to  demand  his  recall^  and  if  his  Government  refuse  to 
recall  him,  he  may  be  expelled  by  force  or  brought  to  trial,  as  no  longer 
entitled  to  the  immunities  of  a  minister.  If  the  crime  affects  the  public 
safety  of  the  country,  its  Government  may,  for  urgent  cause,  either 
seize  and  hold  his  person  till  the  d^ger  be  passed,  or  expel  him  from 
the  country  by  force;  for  the  safety  of  the  state,  which  is  superior  to 
other  considerations,  is  not  to  be  periled  by  overstrained  regard  for  the 
privileges  of  an  ambassador. 

7  Op.,  367,  Cnahing,  1855. 

If  the  offense  be  grave,  but  not  such  as  to  compromise  the  public  safety, 
the  course  is  to  demand  the  recall  of  the  minister,  and  meanwhile  to  refbse 
or  not  all  further  intercourse  with  him,  according  to  the  circumstances. 
For  implication  in  attempts  to  enlist  troops  in  the  United  States,  it  was 
held  that  the  President  might  send  his  passports  to  the  British  minister, 
with  intimation  to  leave  the  country  without  delay }  or,  in  his  discre- 
tion, adopt  the  milder  course,  as  President  Washington  did  in  the  case 
of  M.  Genet,  of  affording  the  minister  opportunity  for  explanation 
through  the  Secretary  of  State;  and  then,  if  his  explanation  should  be 
unsatisfactory,  to  demand  his  recall. 

Ibid. 

See  fiirther  as  to  dismissal  in  latter  case,  supra,  $  84,  infra,  $  395. 

(4)  What  attack  on  a  Minibtbb  is  an  intbbnatiokal  offensb. 

§936. 

A  riot  before  the  house  of  a  foreign  consul  by  a  tumultuous  assembly 
requiring  him  to  give  up  certain  persons  supposed  to  be  resident  with 
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him,  and  insulting  him  with  improper  language,  in  not  an  offense  vritbin 
the  act  of  the  30th  of  April,  1790,  which  prescribes  the  punishment  ^^for 
any  infraction  of  the  law  of  nations,  by  offering  violence  to  the  person 
of  an  ambassador  or  other  public  minister^ 

1  Op.,  41,  Bradford,  1794. 

The  immunities  of  the  domicil  do  not  extend  to  an  annexed  garden. 

lOp.,  141,  Lincoln,  1804. 

An  iudictment  charging  one  with  offering  violence  to  the  person  of  a 
public  minister,  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations  and  the  act  of  Congress 
in  such  case  provided,  is  not  a  case  '^affecting  ambassadors,  other 
public  ministers,  and  consuls,"  within  section  2,  Article  III,  of  the  Con- 
stitution. 

U.  S.  V.  Ortega,  11  Wheat.,  467. 

The  clause  in  the  Constitution  (second  section,  third  article)  that  the 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States  extends  to  all  cases  affecting  am- 
bassadors, other  public  ministers,  and  consuls,  confers  a>  public,  not  a 
personal,  privilege,  and  is  not  waived  by  an  omission  to  plead  it  in  a 
State  court  of  the  first  instance. 

Davis  V.  Packard,  7  Pet.,  276. 

The  immunity  of  diplomatic  representatives  abroad  is  sanctioned  by 
public  law. 

Mr.  Fiah,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Partridge,  Dec.  31, 1869.    MSS.  Inst.,  Venez. 

XVm.  AND  FROM  PERSONAL  INDIGNITY. 

§94. 

By  the  municipal  law,  as  weU  as  the  law  of  nations,  a  foreign  minis- 
ter is  peculiarly  protected  not  only  from  violence,  but  also  from  insult, 
such  as  a  libel. 

1  Op.,  52,  Bradford,  1794.    See  7  John  Adams's  Works,  421,  495 ;  10  ibid.,  33. 

An  ambassador  or  other  representative  of  one  foreign  nation  residing 
in  another  is  entitled  to  be  treated  with  respect  so  long  as  he  is  per- 
mitted to  continue  in  the  country  to  which  he  is  sent,  and  especially 
ought  not  to  be  libeled  by  any  of  the  citizens.  If  he  commits  any 
offense,  it  belongs,  in  our  country,  to  the  President  to  take  notice  of  it, 
and  not  to  any  individual  citizen.  The  President  may  dismiss  him  or 
desire  his  recall,  or  complain  to  his  sovereign  and  require  satisfaction. 

1  Op.',  71,  Lee,  1797. 

An  affiront  to  an  ambassador  is  just  cause  for  national  displeasure, 
and,  if  offered  by  an  individual  citizen,  satisfaction  is  demandable  of 
his  nation.  It  is  not  usual  for  nations  to  take  serious  notice  of  pub- 
lications in  one  nation  containing  injurious  and  defamatory  observa- 
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tions  upon  the  other,  bat  it  is  usual  to  complain  of  insults  to  their  era 
bassadorg,  and  to  require  the  parties  to  be  brought  to  puuishment. 

Ibid, 

The  entry  inio  a  minister's  garden  by  the  agent  of  th^  owner  of  a 
slave,  and  there  seizing  and  carrying  away  to  the  owner  such  slave,  is 
not  such  a  violation  of  the  domicile  of  the  minister  as  constitutes  a  pun- 
ishable offense  under  the  crimes  act  of  1790  (1  Stat,  118 ;  B.  S.,  §  4064). 

1  Op.,  141,  Lincoln,  1804. 

For  injuries  done  by  private  persons  to  foreign  ministers,  redress  is 
to  be  had  through  the  regular  judicial  tribunals. 

9  Op.,  7,  Black,  1857. 

An  indictment  under  the  act  of  1790  (1  Stat.,  118 ;  R.  S.,  §  4062)  fw 
offering  violence  to  the  person  of  a  public  minister  is  not  a  case  ^'af- 
fecting ambassadors  or  other  public  ministers  and  consuls,"  within  the 
second  section  of  the  third  article  of  the  Constitution." 

U.  S.  V.  Ortega,  11  Wheat.,  467.    See  in  this  case  note  by  Mr.  Wheatoo  os  the 
general  question  of  jurisdiction  over  foreign  ministers. 

The  tearing  down,  in  a  riot  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  in  1802,  of  the 
flag  of  the  Spanish  minister,  '^  with  the  most  aggravating  insults,"  was 
held  to  be  cognizable  in  the  State  court  of  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Madison,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Governor  McEean,  May  11,  1802.     MSS.  Dom. 

Let. 
For  an  account  of  the  trial  of  Wm.  Gobbett  for  libel  on  the  Spanish  inuii<9ter 

Ynyo,  see  3  Life  of  Pickering,  396/;  Wharton's  St.  Tr.,  322. 
As  to  other  proceedings  of  Tr^jo,  see  if^ra,  $  106.    Supra,  $  84. 

The  indignities  alleged  to  have  been  offered  in  1809,  to  Mr.  Jackson, 
British  minister  at  Washington,  are  discussed  in  detail  in  another  sec- 
tion, (infra,  §^07,)  and  it  is  shown  that  the  pretence  of  such  indig^ties, 
set  up  by  that  officer,  is  not  sustained  in  point  of  fact.  The  circum- 
stances of  Mr.  Jackson's  dismissal  are  noticed.    (iSiipra,  §  84.) 

<^  During  Mr.  Gallatin's  mission  at  London,  in  1827,  an  incident  oc- 
curred involving  a  question  of  diplomatic  privileges,  which  led  to  an  ex- 
position of  the  British  views  on  the  rights  of  embassy.  His  coachman 
was  arrested  in  his  stable  on  a  charge  of  assault,  by  a  warrant  from  a 
magistrate.  The  subject  having  been  informally  brought  to  the  notice 
of  the  foreign  office,  a  communication  was  addressed  to  the  secretaiy 
•of  the  American  legation  by  the  under  secretary  of  state,  Mr.  Back- 
bouse,  May  18, 1827,  in  which  he  informed  Mr.  Lawrence  of  the  result  of 
A  reference  made  by  order  of  Lord  Dudley,  to  the  law  officers  of  the 
Orown.  In  it  it  is  said  that '  the  statute  of  the  7th  Anne,  chap.  16,  has 
l)een  considered  in  all  but  the  penal  parts  of  it  nothing  more  than  a 
declaration  of  the  law  of  nations ;  and  it  is  held  that  neither  that  law, 
nor  any  construction  that  can  properly  be  put  upon  the  statute,  extends 
to  protect  the  mere  servants  of  ambassadors  irom  arrest  upon  criminal 
<)harges,  although  the  ambassador  himself,  and  probably  those  who  may 
be  named  in  his  mission  are,  by  the  best  opinions,  though  not  by  the 
uniform  practice  of  this  country,  exempt  from  every  sort  of  pros- 
«ecution,  criminal  and  civil.    His  lordship  will  take  care  that  the  mag- 
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istrates  are  apprised,  throagh  the  proper  channel,  of  the  disappro- 
bation of  His  Majesty's  (Government  of  the  mode  in  which  the  warrant 
was  executed  in  the  present  instance,  and  are  further  informed  of  the 
expectation  of  His  Majesty's  Government  that,  whenever  the  servant  of 
a  foreign  minister  is  charged  with  a  misdemeanor,  the  magistrate  shall 
take  proper  measures  for  apprising  the  minister,  either  by  personal  com- 
munication with  him  or  through  the  foreign  office,  of  the  fact  of  a 
warrant  being  issued,  before  any  attempt  is  made  to  execute  it,  in  order 
that  the  minister's  convenience  may  be  consulted  as  to  the  time  and  man- 
ner in  which  such  warrant  shall  be  put  in  execution.' 

^<Au  official  character  was  given  to  the  preceding  communication  by 
a  note  from  Earl  Dudley,  secretary  of  state  for  foreign  affairs,  June 
2, 1827,  in  which  he  says  that  it  is  only  necessary  for  him  to  ^confirm  the 
statement  contained  in  the  private  note  of  Mr.  Backhouse,  referred  to  by 
Mr.  Gallatin,  as  to  the  law  and  practice  of  this  country  upon  the  ques- 
tions of  privilege  arising  out  of  the  arrest  of  Mr.  Gallatin's  coachman, 
and  to  supply  an  omission  in  that  statement,  with  respect  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  supposed  inviolability  of  the  premises  occupied  by  a  foreign 
minister.  He  is  not  aware  of  any  instance,  since  the  abolition  of  sanc- 
tuary in  England,  where  it  has  been  held  that  the  premises  occupied  by 
an  ambassador  are  entitled  to  such  a  privilege  by  the  law  of  nations.' 

'^He  adds  that  courtesy  requires  that  their  houses  should  not  be  en- 
tered without  permission  being  first  solicited  in  cases  where  no  urgent 
necessity  presses  for  the  immolate  capture  of  an  oifender." 

Lawrenoe's  Wheaton  (ed.  1863),  1006, 1007. 

^^  In  the  case  of  all  offenses  against  the  law,  committed  in  this  country, 
no  arrest  can  be  made,  nor  can  any  judicial  proceedings  be  instituted, 
except  upon  complaint  sustained  by  the  oath  of  a  credible  witness. 
The  mere  allegations  in  notes  of  a  diplomatic  representative,  although 
they  may  command  the  entire  confidence  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
€k>vernment,  are  not  such  proof  as  the  law  requires  or  as  the  judicial 
tribunals  of  the  country  can  recognize." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mantilla,  Sept.  27, 1875.    MSS.  Notes,  Spain. 

As  to  maltreatment  of  Mr.  V^ashbnm,  minister  to  Paraguay,  see  report  of  Sec- 
retary of  the  Navy,  Feb.  11, 1869,  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  79,  40th  Cong.,  3d 
sees.  See  also  Honse  Ex.  Doc.  No.  5,  41st  Cong.,  1st  sees. ;  Mis.  Docl  8,  pt. 
2,  same  sees.  (Memorial  of  Bliss  and  Masterman),  and  report  thereon.  House 
Bep.  No.  65,  41st  Cong.,  2d  sees. 

That  the  Federal  courts  have  no  common-law  jurisdiction  of  libels  on  foreign 
ministers,  but  that  such  libels  may  be  prosecuted  in  State  courts,  see  mpro, 
$56. 

XIX.  AND  FROM  TAXES  AND  IMPOSTS. 

§95. 

'^  All  applications  to  this  Departmentfor  free  entry  of  articles  imported 
for  the  use  of  ministers  and  charges  d'afiEaires,  and  which  they  desire 
shall  be  delivered  free  of  duty,  must  be  made  through  the  Department 
of  State,  accompanied  by  a  bill  of  lading  and  by  a  statement  of  the 
number  of  packages,  and  their  marks  and  numbers,  with  a  general 
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descriptioQ  of  their  contents,  naming  the  vessel  or  other  vehicle  in 
which  the  same  were  imported,  and  the  person  to  \^hom  they  v.ish  the 
delivery  to  be  made.  When  the  request  of  the  minister  or  eharg^,  with 
the  bill  of  lading  and  statement  aforesaid  shall  have  been  commani- 
cated  to  this  Department  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  instructions  will 
be  given  to  the  collector  of  the  customs  to  deliver,  free  of  duty,  such 
X)ackages  as  may  be  found  to  correspond  with  the  bill  of  lading  and  state- 
ment aforesaid.'' 

Treasury  Regnlations  of  1857,  Art.  247,  quoted  in  Mr.  Trescot,  Acting  See.  flf 
State,  to  Mr.  van  Limburg,  June  29,  1860.    MSS.  Notes,  NetherlandB. 

That  the  practice  has  been  to  permit  ministers  of  the  United  States  when  retnrn- 
ing  to  the  United  States  from  abroad  to  bring  in  baggage  and  personal  fur- 
niture duty  free,  see  Mr.  Gallatin  to  Mr.  Clay,  Nov.  23,  1815. 

The  right  of  exemption  from  custom-house  duties  of  articles  required 
for  personal  use  is  restricted  to  the  person  who  is  the  head  of  a  foreign 
mission. 

Mr.  Fish,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tano,  Jan.  9,  1874.    MSS.  Notes,  Japan. 

Besidences  of  foreign  ministers  in  Berlin  not  being  taxed,  there  should 
be  a  similar  exemption  of  taxation  of  residences  of  German  ministers  at 
Washington,  though  the  better  opinion  is  that  such  exemption  is  lim- 
ited to  heads  of  missions. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Stumm,  May  28,  1873.    MSS.  Notes,  Prussia. 

^'  The  general  usage  of  nations  is  to  accord  the  franchise  of  immunity 
from  customs  duties  to  all  heads  of  missions,  temporary  or  permanent, 
of  whatever  rank,  and  that  while  in  some  countries,  Spain,  for  instance, 
the  extent  of  the  privilege  is  limited  (although  even  there  very  gener- 
ously bestowed),  it  (the  Department)  can  find  no  case  of  its  denial  to 
any  chief  diplomatic  officer  save  in  Russia.^ 

Mr.  F.  W.  Seward,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.Hofiliuan,Ang.  21,1879.     MSS. 
Inst.,  Russia. 

'^  There  is  no  law  on  the  statute-book  prescribing  or  regulating  the 
free  entry  of  articles  imported  by  foreign  diplomatic  officers.  That  is 
entirely  a  subject  within  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  rests  merely  on  the  ascertained  fact  of  reciprocity." 

Mr.  Brown,  Chief  Clerk,  to  Mr.  Willamov,  June  9, 1880.    MSS.  Notes,  Raseia. 

"  In  reply  to  your  letter  of  the  23d  ultimo,  I  have  to  say  that  the  rale 
observed  by  this  Government  with  respect  to  the  taxation  of  proi>erty 
owned  by  a  foreign  Government  and  occupied  as  its  legation,  is  to  accord 
reciprocity  in  regard  to  general  taxation  but  not  to  specially  exempt  it 
from  local  assessments,  such  as  water  rent  and  the  like^  unless  it  were 
definitely  understood  that  these  taxes  would  also  be  exempted  by  the 
foreign  Government  upon  a  piece  of  property  belonging  to  the  United 
States  and  used  for  a  like  purpose  by  our  minister.  Our  diplomatie 
representatives  either  personally  contract  for  the  premises  occupied  by 
them  and  are  granted  a  maxinumi  allowance  for  rent  lor  that  portion 
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of  the  premises  actually  set  apart  for  legation  purposes,  or  else  they 
rent  a  piece  of  property  to  be  used  exclusively  for  official  business, 
charging  therefor  in  their  contingent  quarterly  accounts  as  allowed  by 
the  Department. 

"  When  a  foreign  legation  occupies  rented  property  in  this  country, 
the  owner  of  the  premises  is  not  exempted  from  all  lawful  taxes. 

''It  is  of  course  impracticable  to  do  more  than  state  the  general  and 
equitable  usage  prevailing  in  such  matters.  The  Gk)vernment  of  the 
United  States  is  not  the  owner  of  real  estate  abroad  except  at  Tangier, 
Africa,  which  is  a  specially  donated  property,  and  the  only  differences  to 
be  noted  in  the  way  of  leasing  or  renting  property  from  the  general  rule 
stated  above  are  to  be  found  in  China  and  Japan.  In  those  countries 
contracts  for  legation  premises  are  authorized  by  act  of  Congress." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Woolsey,  Apr.  15,  ld86.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

'^A  diplomatic  representative  possesses  immunity  from  the  criminal 
and  civil  jurisdiction  of  the  country  of  his  sojourn,  and  cannot  be  sued, 
arrested,  or  punished  by  the  law  of  that  country.  Neither  can  he  waive 
his  privilege,  for  it  belongs  to  his  office,  not  to  himself.  It  is  not  to  be 
supposed  that  any  representative  of  his  country  would  intentionally 
avail  himself  of  this  right  to  evade  just  obligations,  incurred  either  by 
himself  or  the  members  of  his  mission. 

"J/",  however  J  a  diplomatic  agent  holds  j  in  such  foreign  country  ^  real  or 
personal  property^  aside  from  that  which  pertains  to  him  as  a  minister,  it  is 
subject  to  the  local  laws. 

<'  It  is  the  custom  of  international  intercourse  that  to  a  diplomatic 
agent  shall  be  conceded  the  privilege  of  importation  of  effects  for  his 
personal  or  official  use,  or  for  the  use  of  his  immediate  family,  without 
payment  of  duties  thereon.  The  application  of  this  privilege  varies  in 
different  countries,  but  as  a  rule  is  restricted  to  the  head  of  the  mission. 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  agent  to  acquaint  himself  with  the  formalities  pre- 
scribed in  such  case  by  the  local  law  or  regulations,  and  to  conform 
therewith.  The  privilege  is  one  of  usage  and  tradition,  rather  than  an 
inherent  right,  and  is  one  which  the  Oovernment  of  the  United  States 
gives  to  the  foreign  representatives  it  receives.  Where  the  agent  has 
ground  to  believe  that  a  full  measure  of  reciprocal  courtesy  is  limited 
or  denied  to  him  abroad,  he  should  refrain  from  questioning  the  local 
nile  on  the  subject,  but  await  such  instructions  as  the  Department  of 
State  may  give  him  after  receiving  fall  information  as  to  the  circum- 
stances. 

^^The  diplomatic  imvilege  of  importing  goods  for  personal  use  is  not 
accorded  to  a  foreign  secretary  of  legation  in  the  United  States  or  in  any 
foreign  country,  so  far  as  is  known.  « 

^<  In  most  countries  the  franchise  of  importation  is  accorded  to  a  charge 
d'affaires  ad  interim.  Where  the  exception  exists  the  fact  should  not 
be  made  the  occasion  of  remonstrance  or  argument  with  the  local  Gov- 
ernment without  the  express  directions  of  the  Department  of  State. 

"'  Transit  free  of  customs  dues  is  usually  conceded  by  a  third  state 
through  whose  territories  a  diplomatic  officer  passes  on  his  way  to  or 
from  his  post.'' 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

As  to  statas  in  third  country  see  intfra,  $97. 
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XX.  PROPERTY  PROTECTED. 
§96. 

A  charg6  d'affaires  of  Rnssia  bad  a  large  party  at  his  house,  aod  a 
transparent  painting  at  his  window,  at  which  a  mob  which  had  collected 
took  offense ;  the  defendant  fired  two  pistols  at  the  window,  his  inten- 
tion being  to  destroy  the  painting  without  doing  injury  to  the  person  of 
the  minister  or  of  any  one.  The  defendant  was  indicted  for  an  assault 
npon  the  charg^  d'affaires  and  for  infracting  the  laws  of  nations  bj 
offering  violence  to  the  person  of  the  said  minister.  It  was  held  that 
'  the  law  of  nations  identifies  the  property  of  a  foreign  minister,  attached 
to  his  person  or  in  his  ase,  with  his  person.  To  insult  them  is  an  attack 
on  the  minister  and  his  sovereign,  and  it  appears  to  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  act  of  Congress  to  punish  offenses  of  this  kind.  But 
it  was  said  that  to  constitute  such  an  oftense  against  a  foreign  minister 
the  defendant  must  have  known  that  the  house  on  which  the  attack 
was  made  was  the  domicile  of  a  minister ;  otherwise  it  is  only  an  offense 
against  the  municipal  laws  of  the  state. 

U.  S.  V.  Hand,  2  Wash.  C.  C,  435. 

The  persons  and  personal  effects  of  foreign  ministers,  of  their  fa- 
milies and  attaches,  are  exempt  from  seizure,  arrest,  or  molestation, 
both  by  the  law  of  nations  and  by  act  of  Congress.  A  hotel-keeper, 
therefore,  cannot  prevent  an  attach^  from  removing  his  personid  effects 
from  the  premises ;  and  any  attempt  to  do  so  would  be  punished  by  the 
courts. 

5  Op.,  69,  Touoey,  1849.  , 

It  is  not  within  the  consti  tutional  power  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  deliver  over  to  the  minister  of  the  Netherlands  cer- 
tain jewels,  detained  in  the  custom-house  of  New  York,  which  are 
shown  to  have  beefi  stolen  from  the  Princess  of  Orange,  on  whose 
behalf  the  minister  of  the  Netherlands  makes  claim. 

Mr.  LiviDgaton,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Huygens,  An((.  5, 1631.     MSS.  Kotos,  For. 
Leg,    See  farther,  same  to  same,  Sept.  6,  18.31. 

If,  however,  the  question  conues  up  in  the  way  of  libel  or  other  pro- 
cedure in  the  Federal  courts,  the  President  will  direct  such  action  as 
will  best  conduce  to  the  delivery  of  the  jewels  to  their  rightful  owners. 

Same  to  same,  Jan.  13,  183*2 ;  ibid. 

A  municipal  law,  giving  a  landlord  a  ^<  real  right "  (dr<nt  reSl)  over 
personal  property  belonging  to  the  diplomatic  agent  of  a  foreign  sov- 
ereign, entitling  the  creditor  to  seize  such  goods  of  such  diplomatic 
agent  in  his  own  house,  does  not  abrogate  the  law  of  nations  so  &r  as 
it  gives  inviolability  to  such  house. 

Mr.  Legar^,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Wbeaton,  June  9,  1843.    M8S.  Inst.,  PrqHia, 
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'<  Immunity  from  local  jarisdiction  extends  to  the  diplomatic  agent's 
dwelliug'hoase  and  goods,  and  the  archives  of  the  legation.  These 
cannot  be  entered  and  searched,  or  detained  nnder  process  of  local  law, 
or  by  the  local  authorities." 

Pzinted  Pen.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agents,  1886. 

XXI.  FBEE  TRANSIT  AND  COMMUNICATION  WITH,  SECURED, 

§  97. 

A  diplomatic  agent,  traveling  on  his  way  to  the  country  to  which  he 
id  accredited,  through  a  third  country,  pursuing  for  this  purpose  a  nat- 
ural and  proper  route,  is  entitled  to  the  same  privilege  as  when  travel- 
ing through  the  country  to  which  he  is  accredited.  It  may  be  that 
such  country  is  in  a  state  of  war  with  the  third  power.  This  does  not 
destroy  his  right  of  transit;  but  if  a  convenient  route  is  pointed  out 
to  him  which  will  not  embarrass  an  occupying  army,  he  must  take  this 
route,  and  cannot  be  permitted  to  insist  on  carving  out  a  route  of  his 
own. 

Whart.  Com.  Am.  Law,  $  168. 

The  line  of  transit  may  be  prescribed  by  the  nation  through  whose 
territory  the  minister  may  pass  at  its  option. 

Field's  Code  Int.  Law,  $  136.*    See  2  Phil.  Int.  Law,  186-189. 

'<  I  heartily  reprobate  the  outrage  on  the  British  Government  in  vio- 
lating (by  a  privateer)  the  seals  of  its  accredited  minister  to  the  United 
States,  and  am  desirous  of  taking  such  notice  of  it  as  the  respect  we 
owe,  not  only  to  the  Government  of  Great  Britain  but  to  ourselves, 
demand ;  I  pray  you,  therefore,  to  refer  the  business  to  the  attorney  of 
the  District,  in  the  absence  of  the  Attorney-General,  with  instructions 
to  prosecute  the  per8ons  he  may  find  gtiilty  of  any  breach  of  the  law 
of  nations  or  the  land." 

Mr.  J.  Adams,  President,  to  Mr.  Pickering,  Sec.  of  State,  Jaly  20,  1799 ;  8  John 
Adams'  Works,  668.    See  tUd,  668. 

A  belligerent  has  no  right  to  stop  the  passage  of  a  minister  fit>m  a 
neutral  state  to  the  other  belligerent,  unless  the  mission  of  such  minis- 
ter be  one  hostile  to  the  first  belligerent. 

Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Brown,  Dec.  23,  1823.    MSS.  Inst.,  Minis- 
ters. 

'^  Some  looseness  of  practice  has  crept  in,  with  reference  to  passports 
of  this  kind  (to  bearers  of  dispatches),  of  an  injurious  tendency.  Orig- 
inally given  to  those  actually  charged  with  dispatches,  they  have  been 
retained  for  ordinary  use  after  the  dispatches  have  been  delivered  at 
their  destination.  This  circumstance  has  sometimes  given  an  unreal 
character  to  these  passports,  which  tends  to  impair  their  value  in  the 
hands  of  those  entitled  to  them,  besides  being  objectionable  in  other 
respects." 

Mr.  Everetr,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mann,  Dec.  13,  1852.     MSS.  Dom.  Let. 
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'<  With  reference  to  the  permiBsion  given  to  the  foreign  repreBenta- 
tives  to  correspond  with  their  consuls  in  the  ports  of  the  insargent 
states  by  me^ns  of  vessels-of-war  entering  their  ports,  I  have  to  remark 
that  circumstances  have  come  to  the  knowledge  of  this  Department 
which  render  it  advisable  that  this  permission  shall  hereafter  be  re 
stricted  to  the  correspondence  of  the  consuls  of  those  x>ower8  only  who, 
by  the  regulations  of  their  respective  Governments,  are  not  allowed  to 
engage  in  commerce.  I  will  consequently  thank  you  to  request  Uie 
commander  of  any  British  vessel,  who  may  visit  the  ports  adverted  to, 
to  abstain  from  carrying  letters  for  consuls  who  may  be  engaged  in 
trade.'' 

Mr.  F.  W.  Seward,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Lord  Lyons,  Feb.  6,  1862.    M8S. 
Notes,  Gr.  Brit.;  Dip.  Con.,  1862. 

The  French  Government,  while  conceding,  in  1854,  to  Mr.  Soul^ 
United  States  minister  to  Spain,  the  right  to  pursue  the  direct  route 
through  France  to  Spain,  declined  to  permit  him,  in  consequence  of  his 
political  antecedents,  to  make,  on  his  way,  a  stay,  "s6jour,''  in  Paris. 

Calvo  droit  int.,  3d  ed.,  vol.  1,  603. 

In  Senate  Executive  Document  No.  1,  Thirty -third  Congress,  second 
session,  is  printed  the  correspondence  between  the  United  States  nun 
ister  at  Paris,  Mr.  Mason,  and  Mr.  Drouyn  de  L'Hoys,  the  French  min- 
ister of  foreign  affairs,  relative  to  the  refusal  of  the  French  Govern- 
ment to  allow  Mr.  Soul4,  the  United  States  minister  to  Spain,  to  entei 
France.    The  circumstances  are  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Lawrence: 

'^  A  question  arose  in  1854  between  the  United  States  and  France  as 
to  the  immunities  of  a  minister  passing  through  the  territories  of  a  third 
power,  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Sonl6,  minister  at  Madrid,  who  was  stopped 
at  Calais  in  October  of  that  year  on  his  return  to  his  post  from  which  he 
had  been  temporarily  absent.  The  views  of  the  French  Gk)vemment 
are  given  in  a  note  from  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs  to  the  American 
minister  in  Paris  with  regard  to  the  privilege  of  transit,  which  was  not 
denied,  as  well  as  respecting  the  position  in  relation  to  that  country 
which  the  envoy  to  Spain  held,  he  being  a  native-born  subject  of  France, 
and  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States.  While  Mr.  Sonl^ 
quality  of  foreigner,  deduced  from  his  expatriation,  is  recognized  as  to  all 
other  matters,  and  no  exception  taken  to  his  title  to  the  Spanish  mis- 
sion, Mr.  Drouyn  de  I/Huys  refers  to  the  rule  of  the  law  of  nations 
which,  he  assumes,  would  have  required  a  special  agreement  to  have 
enabled  him  to  represent,  in  his  native  land,  the  country  of  his  adoption. 
*  You  see,  sir,'  says  he,  '  that  the  Government  of  the  Emperor  has  not 
wished,  as  you  appear  to  think^  to  prevent  an  envoy  of  the  United 
States  crossing  the  French  te^rritory  to  go  to  his  post  to  acquit  himself 
of  the  commission  with  which  he  was  charged  by  his  Government ;  bnt 
between  this  simple  passage  and  the  sojourn  of  a  foreigner  whose  ante- 
cedents have  awakened,  I  regret  to  say,  the  attention  of  the  anthorities 
invested  with  the  duty  of  securing  the  public  order  of  the  countiy, 
there  exists  a  difference,  which  the  minister  of  the  interior  had  to  ap- 
preciate. If  Mr.  Soul6  was  going  immediately  and  dii^ect  to  Madrid, 
the  route  of  France  was  open  to  him  ;  if  he  was  about  coming  to  Paris 
to  sojourn  there,  that  privilege  was  not  accorded  to  him.    It  was,  there- 
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fore,  necessary  to  consult  him  as  to  his  intentions,  and  it  was  he  who 
did  not  give  the  time  for  doing  this. 

'^  ^  Oar  laws  are  precise  on  the  subject  of  foreigners.  The  minister  of 
the  interior  causes  the  rigorous  dispositions  of  them  to  be  executed 
when  the  necessity  for  it  is  demonstrated  to  him,  and  he  then  uses  a 
discretionary  power  which  the  Government  of  the  Emperor  has  never 
allowed  to  be  discussed.  The  quality  of  foreigners  placed  Mr.  Soul6 
under  the  operation  of  the  measure  which  has  been  applied  to  him. 
You  will  admit,  sir,  that  in  doing  what  we  have  done  the  Oovemment 
of  the  United  States,  with  which  His  Imperial  Msgesty's  Government 
heartily  desire  to  maintain  relations  of  friendship  and  esteem,  has  in  no- 
wise been  attacked  in  the  person  of  one  of  its  representatives.  The 
minister  of  the  United  States  is  free,  I  repeat,  to  cross  France.  Mr. 
Soul6,  who  has  no  jnission  to  fulfill  near  the  Emperor,  and  who,  con- 
formably to  a  doctrine  consecrated  by  the  law  of  nations,  would  have 
need,  in  consequence  of  his  origin,  of  a  special  agreement  to  rep- 
resent, in  the  country  of  his  birth,  the  country  of  his  adoption.  Mr. 
Soul6,  a  private  individual,  comes  within  the  operation  of  the  law  com- 
mon to  all  persons,  which  has  been  applied  to  him,  and  cannot  pretend 
to  any  privilege.'  Mr.  Drouyn  de  L'Huys  to  Mr.  Mason,  Nov.  1, 1854, 
Senate  Doc.  No.  1,  33d  Gong.,  2d  sess.'' 

Lawrence's  Wheaton  (ed.  1863),  422. 

A  person  coming  into  the  United  States  as  the  diplomatic  representa- 
tive of  a  foreign  state,  with  credentials  fix)m  governing  powers  not  rec- 
ognized by  this  Government,  is  accorded  diplomatic  privileges  merely 
of  transit,  and  this  of  courtesy,  not  of  right,  and  such  privileges  may  be 
withdrawn  whenever  there  shall  be  cause  to  believe  that  he  is  engaged 
in,  or  contemplates,  any  act  not  consonant  with  the  laws,  peace,  and 
public  honor  of  the  United  States. 

8  Op.,  471,  Cuahing,  1855. 

Such  a  person,  being  charged  with  unlawfid  recruiting,  was  saved 
from  prosecution  on  condition  of  not  becoming  chargeable  with  any 
ftirther  offense  and  of  departing  from  the  country  within  a  reasonable 
time. 

8  Op.,  473,  Cashing,  1855. 

<^  The  right  to  send  dispatches  of  a  minister  secured  by  the  law  of 
nations  certainly  involves  the  right  to  designate  the  messenger  and  the 
inviolability  of  his  person  when  executing  the  commission.  But  when 
a  country  is  in  a  revolutionary  state  this  absolute  right  ought  to  be  exe»r- 
cised  with  due  regard  to  the  safety  of  the  state  where  the  minister 
resides,  and  temporary  inconveniences  which  do  not  go  to  the  defeat  of 
the  right  itself  may  well  be  submitted  to  in  such  a  time  without  a  com- 
promise of  the  dignity  or  honor  of  a  just  and  friendly  nation." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Burton,  May  29,  1861.    M6S.  Inst.,  Colombia. 

That  conBuls  are  not  entitled  to  nae  their  official  agencies  fiir  correspondence 
for  the  carrylDg  of  comronnications  to  an  enemy  of  the  place  of  their  resi- 
dence, see  Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Adams,  Oct.  22,  1861,  ifi/ra, 
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A  bag  purportiug  to  contain  dispatches  of  a  foreign  GovernmeDt) 
and  sealed  and  authenticated  by  a  consol  of  such  Govemment,  is  re- 
garded as  invested  with  the  seal  of  such  Oovernment,  and  is  not  open 
to  examination  by  the  authorities  of  the  country  to  which  the  consul  i«( 
accredited. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Lord  Lyons,  Apr.  5,  1802.    MSS.  Notes,  Or.  Brit. 

^<On  general  principles,  however,  a  Government  may  be  said  to  hare 
a  clear  right  to  send  its  communications  to  its  diplomatic  agent«  in  for- 
eign countries,  and  its  legation  in  one  country  to  those  in  another  bj 
means  of  couriers,  which  communications  should  be  inviolable  by  die 
authorities  of  the  country  through  which  they  may  pass.  If  the  courier 
should  be,  as  he  ought  to  be,  provided  with  a  passport  attesting  his  offi- 
cial  character,  and  the  dispatches  of  which  he  is  the  bearer  are  in  his 
luggage,  his  af&rmation  to  that  effect  ought,  it  seems  to  me,  to  exempt 
the  latter  from  search,  unless  its  bulk  or  other  circumstances  afiford  rea- 
sonable ground  for  suspicion  that  the  courier  has  abused  his  official 
position  for  the  purpose  of  smuggling. 

'<  Formerly  it  was  the  practice  of  this  Department,  and  of  the  lega- 
tions of  the  United  States  abroad,  to  issue  courier  passports  for  tlie 
mere  convenience  of  individuals,  when  either  there  were  really  no  dis- 
patches to  send,  or,  if  there  were,  they  might  as  well  have  gone  by  poei 
The  abuse  to  which  this  practice  led,  and  the  consequent  disrepute  into 
which  it  brought  the  Government  in  Europe,  compelled  its  discontiDQ- 
ance  many  years  since.  The  authori||es  of  that  quarter  may  probably 
be  induced  to  withhold  perhaps  the  customary  courtesies  from  couriers 
of  the  United  States  from  a  recolleotton  of  their  former  excessive  num- 
bers. If,  however,  it  should  be  under.st'Ood  that  persons  are  not  nor 
employed  in  that  capacity  except  upon  occasions  similar  to  those  when 
they  are  employed  by  other  Governments,  we  would  have  a  right  to 
expect  for  our  couriers  the  same  immunities  which  are  accorded  to  those 
of  any  otfier  Government." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dayton,  Jane  21,  1862.    MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

The  United  States  Government  will  regard  the  detention  by  one  bel- 
ligerent of  its  minister  to  the  other  belligerent  as  a  grave  violation  of 
international  law. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Webb,  Sept.  23, 1866.    MSS.  Inst.,  BraziL 

Free  transit  to  a  public  minister  may  be  demanded  through  a  block- 
ading squadron. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Webb,  Aag.  17, 1868.    MSS.  Inst.,  Brazil. 

Safe  conducts  in  such  cases  are  granted  by  the  law  of  nations. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Kirk,  Jnne  17, 1869.    MSS.  Inst.,  Axg.  Bep. 

^^  The  question  which  arose  between  General  Hovey  and  the  minister 
for  foreign  affairs  of  Peru,  relative  to  the  right  of  that  GU>vemment 
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to  obstruct  the  departure  of  Colonel  Farrand,  who  had  been  appointed 
a  bearer  of  dispatches  by  the  general,  seems  to  be  of  too  much  general 
importance  to  be  left  unnoticed  by  this  Department.  It  is  of  no  moment 
in  the  particular  case,  as  the  Peruvian  Gk>vernment  ultimately  connived 
at  Colonel  Farrand's  departure. 

^^The  occasion  for  the  colonel's  employment  in  the  character  adverted 
to  was  the  conclusion  of  two  treaties  between  the  United  States  and 
Peru,  which  were  signed  on  the  6th  and  12th  of  last  month.  General 
Hovey's  instructions  recognized  his  right  to  make  such  an  appointment 
in  such  a  contingency.  The  appointment  was  made  accordingly  on  the 
12th  of  September,  and  Colonel  Farrand's  passport  in  his  official  char- 
acter issued  to  him  on  that  day  without  any  information  to  General 
Hovey  that  any  branch  of  the  Peruvian  Government  or  any  person 
objected  to  the  colonel's  discharging  the  duties  of  his  trust.  It  seems, 
however,  that  subsequently,  but  before  the  colonel  could  start  on  his 
errand,  a  person  claiming  to  be  a  creditor  of  his  sued  out  judicial  process 
forbidding  him  to  leave  Peru.  General  Hovey  promptly  complained  of 
this  proceeding  as  contrary  to  international  law  relative  to  the  immuni- 
ties of  couriers,  as  set  forth  in  Wheaton's  treatise  on  that  subject. 
^The  minister,  in  his  reply,  while  acknowledging  the  authority  of 
Wheaton,  endeavors  to  restrict  the  privilege  of  couriers  as  there  declared 
to  those  appointed  by  a  Government  to  its  legations  abroad,  and  en- 
larges upon  the  inconveniences  which  the  more  extensive  enjoyment  of 
such  immunities  would  lead  to.  It  is  true  that  no  abuse  of  the  privilege 
in  this  case  is  alleged,  but  its  existence  is  impliedly,  at  least,  denied. 
This  denial,  however,  has  no  support  from  Wheaton,  or  from  any  other 
writer  on  that  branch  of  public  law.  If  the  Peruvian  minister  supposed 
that  he  had  any  reason  to  hesitate  in  acknowledging  the  unqualified 
character  of  the  rule  laid  down  by  Wheaton,  the  plain  and  unequivocal 
terms  in  which  Calvo  speaks  upon  this  point  may  be  enough  to  remove 
any  such  hesitation.  The  work  of  this  author  on  international  law  was 
published  in  Spanish  at  Paris,  in  1868.  It  is  remarkable  as  embracing 
everything  illustrative  of  the  subject  up  to  the  time  of  its  publication, 
and  its  clearness  and  precision  are  at  least  equal  to  its  fullness.  At 
paragraph  240,  on  page  350  of  the  first  volume,  may  be  found  the  words 
of  which  the  following  is  a  translation : 

^^ '  The  inviolability  which  public  ministers  enjoy  has  also  been  ex- 
tended to  the  messengers  and  couriers  of  the  embassies  and  to  those 
who  proceed  to  them  with  official  dispatches,  and  as  a  general  rule  to 
all  who  discharge,  as  cases  may  arise,  any  commission  for  those  em- 
bassies.' 

'<  This,  it  seems,  should  be  conclusive  of  the  question .  If  General  Hovey 
had  been  aware  that  Colonel  Farrand  was  justly  liable  to  arrest,  and  had 
willfully  appointed  him  a  bearer  of  dispatches  to  screen  him  therefrom, 
this  would  have  been  sufficient  cause  of  complaint  on  the  part  of  the 
Peruvian  Government,  and  perhaps  of  censure  of  its  minister  by  this 
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Government.  Even  this  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  general,  however, 
woald  not,  it  is  conceived,  have  impaired  the  immunity  of  his  ooorier 
under  the  public  law.  If  alleged  delinquencies  or  pretended  claims  are 
trumped  up  against  persons  appointed  or  about  to  be  appointed  courieis 
in  foreign  countries  to  prevent  them  from  starting,  the  immunity  guar- 
anteed to  them  by  public  law  may  at  any  time  be  annihilated  by  an 
envious  or  malicious  person.  This  Is  a  result  to  be  deplored  and  guarded 
against  by  all  Governments,  by  the  Government  of  Peru  as  well  as  by 
the  Government  of  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Fishy  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Brent,  Oct.  19,  1870.    MSS.  Inst.  Pern ;  For. 
ReL,  1870. 

<^  The  undersigned,  after  a  careful  consideration  of  the  subject,  and 
with  every  disposition  to  acknowledge  the  just  and  necessary  belligerent 
rights  of  the  blockading  force,  cannot  acquiesce  in  the  pretension  set 
up  on  behalf  of  that  force.  It  is  true  that,  when  such  a  force  invests 
a  fortified  place  with  a  view  to  its  reduction,  one  of  the  means  nsuaUy 
relied  upon  for  that  purpose  is  the  interruption  of-ordinary  conunnnica- 
tion  by  messengers  or  by  letters.  This  is  acknowledged  to  be  not  only 
a  belligerent  right,  but  also  one  incident  to  the  actual  sovereignty  over 
the  enemy's  territory  occupied  by  the  assailant  adjacent  to  the  block- 
aded place.  Paris,  however,  is  the  capital  of  France.  There  the  diplo- 
matic representatives  of  neutral  states  had  their  official  residence  prior 
to  the  investment.  If  they  think  proper  to  stay  there  while  it  lasts 
they  must  expect  to  put  up  with  the  inconveniences,  necessarily  incident 
to  their  choice.  Among  these,  however,  the  stopping  of  communication 
with  their  Governments*  cannot  be  recognized.  The  right  of  embassy 
to  a  belligerent  state  is  one  which  it  is  both  the  duty  and  the  interest 
of  its  enemies  to  acknowledge  and  to  permit  the  exercise  of  in  every 
usual  or  proper  way.  If  this  right  should  be  denied,  or  unduly  cur- 
tailed, wars  might  be  indefinitely  prolonged,  and  general  peace  would 
be  impracticable. 

'*'  The  privilege  of  embassy  necessarily  carries  with  it  that  of  employ- 
ing messengers  between  the  embassy  and  its  Government.  This  is  a 
privilege  universally  recognized  by  publicists.  There  is  no  exception  or 
reservation  made  for  the  case  of  an  embassy  having  its  abode  in  a  block- 
aded place.  Indeed,  the  denial  of  the  right  of  correspondence  between 
a  diplomatic  agent  in  such  a  place  and  his  Government  seems  tanta- 
mount to  insisting  that  he  cannot  eledt  to  be  a  neutral,  but  must  be 
regarded  as  an  adversary  if  he  continues  to  stay  there,  especially  whoi 
the  legitimacy  of  the  authority  of  those  directing  the  resistancef  is  denied 
by  the  other  assailant. 

"  The  opposite  course,  which  it  has  suited  the  convenience  of  some 
neutral  Government  to  adopt,  is  obviously  liable  to  be  construed,  i>arUy, 
at  least,  the  occasion  of  withholding  the  privilege  of  correspondence. 
Should  this  be  a  correct  view  of  the  case,  no  independent  state,  claim- 
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• 

iDg  to  b6  a  free  agent  in  all  things,  conld,  in  self-respect,  acquiesce  in  a 
proceeding  actuated  by  snch  a  motive.  The  undersigned  does  not  charge 
the  Government  of  the  North  German  Union  with  being  so  actuated, 
but  deems  himself  warranted  in  thus  referring  to  the  point,  as  it  is 
*  adverted  to  by  the  representative  of  that  Government  both  at  Berlin 
and  before  Paris. 

^*  The  undersigned  is  consequently  directed  to  claim  that  the  right  of 
correspondence  between  the  representatives  of  neutral  powers  at  Paris 
and  their  Governments  is  a  right  sanctioned  by  public  law,  which  can- 
not justly  be  withheld  without  assigning  other  reasons  therefor  than 
those  which  have  hitherto  been  advanced.  The  burden  of  proof  of  the 
sufQciency  of  those  reasons  in  fartherance  of  the  belligerent  rights  of 
the  assailant  must  be  borne  by  him.  While,  however,  the  undersigned 
is  directed  to  claim  the  right  as  due  to  all  neutrals,  he  will  not  omit  to 
acknowledge  the  partial  exception  made  in  favor  of  the  minister  of  the 
United  States  for  the  reasons  assigned." 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Baron  Gerolt^  Nov.  21,  1870.    MSS.  Notes,  Germ. ; 
For.  Rel.,  1870. 

'^  The  refusal  of  the  German  authorities  at  the  investment  of  Paris  to 
allow  the  United  States  minister  there  to  send  a  messenger  to  London 
with  a  pouch,  with  dispatches  from  his  legation,  unless  the  contents  of 
the  pouch  should  be  unsealed,  must  be  regarded  as  an  uncourteons 
proceeding,  which  cannot  be  acquiesced  in  by  this  Government.  Block- 
ade by  both  sea  and  land  is  a  military  measure  for  the  reduction  of  an 
enemy's  fortress,  by  preventing  the  access  of  relief  from  without,  and 
by  compelling  the  troops  and  inhabitants  to  surrender  for  want  of  sup- 
plies. When,  however,  the  blockaded  fortress  happens  to  be  the  capi- 
tal of  the  country  where  the  diplomatic  representative  of  a  neutral  state 
resides,  has  the  blockading  force  a  right  to  cut  him  off  from  all  inter- 
course by  letter  with  the  outer  world,  and  even  with  his  own  Gk)vem- 
ment  T  No  such  right  is  either  expressly  recognized  by  public  law,  or 
is  even  alluded  to  in  any  treatise  on  the  subject.  The  right  of  legation, 
however,  is  fully  acknowledged,  and,  as  incident  to  that  right,  the 
privilege  of  sending  and  receiving  messages.  This  privilege  is  ac- 
knowledged in  unqualified  terms.  There  is  no  exception  or  reservation 
looking  to  the  possibility  of  blockade  of  a  capital  by  a  hostile  force. 
Although  such  blockades  are  not  of  frequent  occurrence,  their  liability 
to  happen  must  have  presented  itself  to  the  minds  of  the  writers  on 
public  law,  and,  if  they  had  supposed  that  the  right  of  sending  mes- 
sengers was  merged  in  or  subordinate  to  the  belligerent  rights  of  the 
assailant,  they  certainly  would  have  said  so.  Indeed,  the  rights  of 
legation  under  such  circumstances  must  be  regarded  as  paramount  to 
any  belligerent  right.  They  ought  not  to  be  questioned  or  curtailed, 
unless  the  attacking  party  has  good  reason  to  believe  that  they  will  be 

661 


§  97.]  DIPLOMATIC   AGENTS.  [CHAP.  IT. 

abused,  or  unleAS  some  military  necesaity,  which  upon  proper  state- 
ment mast  be  regarded  as  obvious,  shall  require  the  curtailment. 

"  The  condition  upon  which  the  sending  of  messengers  was  offered 
was  humiliatiug,  and  could  not  be  accepted  by  any  diplomatic  agent 
with  any  self-respeet.  Correspondwice  between  those  oflBcers  and  thdr 
Grovemments  is  always  more  or  less  confidential,  and  it  is  unreasonable 
to  suppose  that  its  inspection  by  the  blockading  force  should  be  per 
mitted.  Indeed,  the  requirement  of  such  a  condition  must  be  regarded 
as  tantamount  to  an  imputation  both  upon  the  integrity  of  the  minister 
and  the  neutrality  of  his  Government. 

^^  You  will  consequently  remonstrate  against  the  exercise  of  authority 
adverted  to  as  being  contrary  to  that  paramount  right  of  legation  which 
every  independent  nation  ought  to  enjoy,  and  in  which  all  are  equally 
interested. 

<^  Prussia  has  heretofore  been  a  leading  champion  of  the  rights  of 
neutrals  on  the  ocean.  She  has,  even  during  the  existing  war,  made 
acknowledged  sacrifices  to  her  faith  and  consistency  in  that  respect 
The  coarse  of  her  arms  on  land  does  not  seem  to  warrant  or  require  any 
enforcement  of  extreme  belligerent  claims  in  that  quarter  as  against 
neutrals. 

<^An  analogous  privilege  of  legation  was  upon  several  occasions  suc- 
cessfully asserted  by  this  Government  during  the  late  war  between 
Brazil  and  her  allies  on  the  one  side  and  Paraguay  on  the  other.  Mr. 
Washburn,  the  United  States  minister  to  Paraguay,  applied  for  a  per- 
mit to  take  him  through  the  hostile  lines  to  Asnncion,  his  destination. 
The  application,  though  at  first  rejected,  was  ultimately  granted.  Ap- 
plication was  subsequently  made  for  leave  for  General  McMahon,  h\& 
successor,  to  pass  the  same  lines,  and  for  the  vessel  which  carried  him 
to  bring  back  Mr.  Washburn.  This,  also,  though  at  first  refused,  was 
ultimately  granted.  There  is  reason  to  believe  that  the  course  taken 
by  this  Gk>vemment  on  those  occasions  was  approved  by  other  Grovem- 
ments. It  is  probable  that  other  Gk)vernments  would  also  sanction  the 
claim  of  the  United  States  in  this  casie." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bancroft,  Not.  11, 1870.    MSS.  Inst.  Genu. ;  For. 
Bel.,  1870. 

'^I  have  received  your  No.  183,  of  the  ^Ist  ultimo,  accompanied  by 
Che  original  of  a  letter  from  Count  Bismarck  replying  to  my  note  of 
November  21  to  Baron  Gerolt,  and  also  a  translation  of  the  same.  I 
am  happy  to  think  that  the  question  discussed  in  my  note,  and  in 
Count  Bismarck's  reply,  is  no  longer  one  of  practical  application  to 
any  probable  occurrences.  It  is  therefore  quite  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider whether  the  approach  of  a  hostile  force,  and  it^  military  pre])ara- 
tions  for  the  capture  of  a  city  which  has  been  for  ages  the  seat  of  Gov- 
ernment and  the  capital  of  the  country,  where  the  political  head  of 
that  country  is  and  has  been  established,  where  its  minister  of  foreign 
affairs  has  his  office  and  his  archives,  where  the  representatives  of 
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other  powers  have  been  aud  are  resideut,  can  so  convert  that  city  into 
a  military  fortress  as  to  apply  to  it  the  rules  of  war  applicable  to  for- 
tresses as  distiugaished  from  other  towns.  Or  whether  such  approach 
and  military  demonstrations  of  a  hostile  force  impose  upon  the  diplo- 
matic representatives  of  other  and  neutral  states  the  alternative  of 
abandoning  their  posts  and  their  duties,  or  of  privation  of  the  right  of 
free  and  uninterrupted  correspondence  with  their  Oovernment,  which 
public  law,  no  less  than  international  comity,  accords  in  the  interest  of 
peace.  1  inclose  herewith  copies  of  a  correspondence  between  Mr. 
Washbume  and  Count  Bismarck  on  the  subject  of  the  transmission  of 
Mr.  Washbume's  dispatches.  You  will  observe  that  in  this  corre- 
spondence Count  Bismarck,  under  date  of  January  15,  admits  that  the 
delay  to  which  the  transmission  of  the  correspondence  of  this  Govern- 
ment with  its  minister  in  Paris  was  subjected  depended  upon  the  prin- 
ciple adopted  by  the  general  staff  of  the  German  army,  allowing  no 
sealed  packages  or  letters  to  pass  through  their  lines  in  either  direction 
without  a  stoppage  of  several  days,  and  he  cautiously  disclaims  one 
act  of  immediate  transmission  being  taken  as  a  precedent.  The  Presi- 
dent desires  to  make  all,  proper  allowance  for  the  military  exigencies 
which  are  represented  to  have  led  to  the  withholding  and  detaining  of 
the  official  correspondence  of  the  minister,  and  is  gratified  to  receive 
the  recognition  in  Count  Bismarck's  letter  of  28th  of  January  to  Mr. 
Washbume  of  the  right  of  correspondence  contended  for  in  my  note 
to  Baron  Gerolt  of  21st  November  last,  and  his  assurance  that  the 
delay  to  which  it  was  subjected  proceeded  from  causes  which  he  could 
not  remove. 

<^  Recent  events,  it  is  confidently  hoped,  have  removed  the  probability 
of  any  recurrence  of  the  interruption  of  free  correspondence.  And 
Count  Bismarck's  assurance  to  Mr.  Washburne  that  Hhe  delay  occur- 
ring now  and  then  in  the  transmission  of  your  dispatch-bag  is  not  occa- 
sioned by  any  doubt  as  to  the  right  of  your  Government  to  correspond 
with  you,  but  by  obstacles  it  was  out  of  my  power  to  remove,'  confirms 
this  Government  in  its  confidence  of  an  entire  agreement  between  it 
aud  North  Germany  on  the  question  of  the  right  and  the  inviolability 
of  correspondence  between  a  Government  and  its  representative,  and 
of  the  absence  of  any  intentional  interference  with  that  right  in  the  case 
of  its  minister  to  Paris.  I  send,  herewith,  a  copy  of  a  dispatch  of  this 
date  to  Mr.  Washbume. 

<^As  Count  Bismarck's  recognition  of  the  right  for  which  I  contended 
in  my  note  to  Baron  Gerolt  is  subsequent  to  his  letter  to  yon  of  15th 
January,  and  admits  what  I  felt  it  my  duty  to  claim,  there  does  not 
appear  to  be  any  necessity  for  continuing  the  discussion,  unless  the 
subject  be  again  referred  to  by  the  German  minister,  in  which  case  you 
are  authorized  to  read  to  him  this  dispatch." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  Stat<^  to  Mr.  Bancroft,  Feb.  24, 1971.    MS8.  Ijist.,  Germ. ;  For. 
Bel.,  1871. 
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'^  Yoar  letters  to  Count  Bismarck  ou  the  subject  of  the  dispatch-bajf, 
and  its  conveyance  to  and  from  Paris,  meets  the  entire  approval  of  the 
Department.    It  is  dignified,  forcible,  and  just. 

<'It  was  not  unnatural  tbat  the  powers  besieging  Paris  durinfi:  their 
long  and  terrible  efforts  should  have  had  their  susceptibilities  aroused 
at  times,  by  the  various  rumors  and  statements  (originated  and  put  in 
circulation  possibly  for  the  very  purpose  of  operating  upon  those  sus- 
ceptibilities) of  infoMnation  prejudicial  to  their  military  operations  being 
conveyed  into  and  from  the  beleaguered  capital. 

*^But  it  would  be  very  much  to  be  regretted,  and  would  have  been 
very  unjust,  had  even  a  momentary  suspicion  found  its  lodgment  in 
minds  capable  of  achieving  the  results  that  have  attended  the  civil  and 
military  oi)erations  of  Germany  toward  the  representative  of  a  friendly 
state,  and  that  representative  being  the  one  who,  at  the  request  of 
Germany,  and  with  the  consent  of  his  own  Government,  had  charged  him- 
self with  the  arduous  and  critical  duty  of  the  care  and  protection  of  the 
German  residents  shut  in  with  the  millions  of  Frenchmen  in  the  capital 
which  Germany  was  endeavoring  to  reduce  by  siege,  starvation,  and 
bombardment. 

'^The  President  observes,  however,  with  satisfaction  the  very  just 
disclaimer  of  any  suspicion  of  the  good  faith  of  our  conduct<,  in  the  let- 
ter of  the  chancellor  of  the  North  German  (Jnion  to  you,  under  date  of 
28th  January  last. 

^'The  question  of  the  right  of  uninterrupted  correspondence  between 
a  neutral  power  and  its  representative,  duly  accredited  and  resident  in 
the  capital  of  a  belligerent,  which,  while  he  is  thus  resident,  becomes 
the  object  of  attack  and  siege  by  another  belligerent,  is  now,  happily, 
no  longer  one  of  immediate  practical  application. 

^'It  is  satisfactory  to  notice  that,  although  Count  Bismarck,  in  his 
note  addressed  to  you  on  6th  December  last,  speaks  of  ^obtaining  for 
the  legation  of  the  United  States  the  privilege  of  receiving  closed  dis- 
patches,' in  his  note  of  January  28,  from  Versailles,  he  recognizes  the 
principle  asserted  by  me  in  a  note  addressed  to  Baron  Gerolt  on  2l8t 
November  last  (of  which  a  copy  was  sent  to  you  with  my  No.  206  of  22d 
November),  and  admits  of  iio  'doubt  as  to  the  right  of  your  Government 
to  correspond  with  you.' 

''The  delays  and  interruptions  to  that  right  are,  I  trust,  wholly  of  the 
past,  and  may  have  been,  and  it  is  hoped  were,  the  unavoidable  acci- 
dents of  the  then  pending  military  strife.  In  the  absence  of  any  recur- 
rence, we  are  content  with  the  recognition  so  fully  made  by  Count  Bis- 
marck of  the  right  which  we  claimed." 

Mr.  Fiah,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Washbame,  Feb.  34, 1871.    MSS.  Inst.,  Fnunce. 
Documents  attached  to  President  Hayes's  message  of  Feb.  6,  187B. 

"  Couriers  and  bearers  of  dispatches,  employed  by  a  diplomatic  agent 
in  the  service  of  his  Government,  are  privileged  persons,  as  far  as  is 
necessary  for  their  particular  service,  whether  in  the  state  to  which  the 
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aiifent  is  accredited,  or  in  the  territories  of  a  third  state  with  which  the 
Government  they  serve  is  at  peace. 

'^  It  is  expected  that  commanications  to  the  Department  will  be  sent 
by  mail ;  or,  if  by  private  hand,  that  no  promise  be  made  to  the  person 
so  employed  of  compensation,  or  of  a  reimbursement  of  his  expenses, 
without  the  previous  authority  of  the  Department,  and  that  no  ground 
of  expectatioD  of  compensation  or  of  reimbursement  of  expenses  be 
given.  It  may  happen  that  responsible  private  individuals  offer  their 
service,  without  expectation  of  compensation,  for  the  conveyance  of 
official  communications  to  the  Department,  or  from  one  legation  to 
another.  Such  courteous  otters  may  sometimes  be  accepted  if  deemed 
advisable. 

^' It  is  not  intended  to  prevent  diplomatic. agents  abroad  from  em- 
ploying couriers  at  the  public  expense  when  the  mails  are  obstructed, 
or  deemed  unsafe,  and  when  there  may  be  occasion  to  address  the  De- 
partment on  subjects  materially  affecting  interests  of  the  United  States 
which  might  sufier  from  delay  or  reasonably  apprehended  interrup- 
tion in  the  transmission  of  the  dispatch.  The  exercise  of  the  utmost 
discretion  is,  however,  enjoined  in  judging  of  these  exigencies.  When- 
ever the  minister  shall  determine  to  send  a  courier,  he  will  inform  this 
Department  of  the  fact,  assigning  the  reasons  therefor,  and  stating  the 
compensation  he  recommends  to  be  allowed  him.  The  Secretary  of 
State  nevertheless  reserves  to  himself  the  right  in  all  cases  to  judge  of 
the  necessity  for  the  employment  of  a  messenger,  and  of  the  propriety  of 
paying  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  compensation  which  may  have  been 
recommended.  This  should  be  fully  explained  by  the  minister  to  the 
messenger  before  intrusting  him  with  the  dispatches. 

^'  When  a  bearer  of  dispatches  is  employed  as  above,  a  special  pass- 
port may  be  given  to  him  by  the  diplomatic  agent,,  setting  forth  his 
name  and  the  duty  he  is  to  perform.  Such  a  passx>ort  is  to  l^  furnished 
without  charge,  and  is  only  good  for  tlie  journey  for  which  it  is  issu^.'' 

Printed  Pen.  Inst.  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

XXn.  PRIVILEGED  FROM  TESTIFYING, 
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Whether  an  attach^  of  a  foreign  mission  can  be  required  to  attend  a 
local  court  of  justice  as  a  witness  is  a  question  at  the  outset  for  such 
court  to  determine. 

Mr.  Van  Baren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bill^,  Oct.  23, 1830.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 

In  1854  Mr.  Dillon,  then  consul  of  France  at  San  Francisco,  was 
brought  into  the  United  States  district  court,  then  sitting,  on  an  attach- 
ment for  refusing  to  obey  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  issued  from  that  court  to 
compel  bis  attendance  at  a  criminal  trial  then  and  there  pending.  Mr. 
Dillon  protested  against  the  process  on  two  grounds:  (1)  Immunity 
from  such  piocess  by  international  law;  (2)  immunity  under  the  French- 
American  tieaty.  The  second  point  was  merged  in  argument  in  the 
first,  since  it  was  agreed  by  counsel  that  the  treaty  privilege  could  not 
stand  in  the  way  of  a  party's  constitutional  right  to  meet  the  witness 
against  him  face  to  face,  unless  that  privilege  was  in  accordance  with 
public  internatioual  law.  On  this  question  the  court  (Hoffman,  J.) 
spoke  as  follows : 

<^  If  the  accused,  by  virtue  of  the  constitutional  provision  in  this  case, 
can  compel  the  attendance  of  the  consul  of  France^  it  seems  necessarily 
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to  follow  the  attendance  of  an  ambassador  could  in  like  manner  be  en- 
forced. 

<^The  immunity  afforded  to  and  personal  inviolability  of  ambassadors, 
now  universally  recognized  by  the  law  of  nations,  has  been  deemed  one 
of  the  most^striking  instances  of  the  advance  of  ciyilization  and  the 
progress  of  enlightened  and  liberal  ideas.  Though  resident  in  a  foreign 
country'  to  which  they  are  deputed  (1  Kent's  Com.,  45),  their  persons 
have,  by  the  consent  of  all  nations,  been  deemed  inviolable ;  nor  can 
they,  says  the  same  high  authority,  be  made  amenable  to  the  civil  or 
criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  country.  By  fiction  of  law  the  ambassador 
is  considered  as  if  he  were  out  of  the  territory  of  the  foreign  power,  and, 
though  he  resides  within  the  foreign  state,  he  is  considered  a  member 
of  his  own  country,  retaiqing  his  original  domicile,  and  the  Government 
he  represents  has  exclusive  cognizance  of  his  conduct  and  control  over 
his  person  (I  Kent's  Com.,  46).  Does,  then,  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  by  the  pro\i8ion  in  favor  of  persons  accused  of  crime, 
intend  to  subject  these  }^\gh  functionaries  to  the  process  of  the  coorts, 
and  does  it  authorize  and  require  the  courts  in  case  of  disobedience  to 
violate  their  persons  and  disregard  immunities  universally  conceded 
to  them  by  the  law  of  nations,  by  imprisoning  them  f  If,  as  is  the  re- 
ceived doctrine,  the  ambassador  cannot,  even  in  the  case  of  a  high  crime 
committed  by  himself,  be  proceeded  against,  it  is  obvious  that  for  a 
lesser  ofiense  of  a  contempt  or  disobedience  to  an  order  of  a  court,  he 
would  a  fortiori^  not  be  amenable  to  the  law.  The  only  ground  upon 
whi(;h  the  right  of  a  court  to  compel  the  attendance  of  an  embassador 
by  its  process,  and  to  punish  him  if  he  disobey  it,  can  be  placed,  is  that 
the  Constitution  is  in  this  case  in  conflict  with  and  paramount  to  tbe 
law  of  nations,  and  the  immunity  usually  conceded  to  ambassadors  is, 
by  tbe  provision  in  favor  of  the  accused  in  criminal  cases,  taken  away. 

"But  the  privilege  of  ambassadors  from  arrest,  under  any  circnm- 
stances,  has  been  declared  by  Congress  by  special  legislation.  By  the 
twenty-fifth  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  April  30, 1 790,  it  is  enacted 
that  *if  any  writ  or  process  sue  out  of  any  courts  of  the  United  States, 
or  of  a  particular  State,  or  by  any  judge  or  justice  therein  respectively, 
whereby  the  person  of  an  ambassador  may  be  arrested  or  imprisoned, 
or  his  goods  distrained,  seized,  or  attached,  such  writ  and  process  shall 
be  deemed  and  adjudged  to  be  utterly  null  and  void  to  all  intents,  coo- 
struction,  and  purposes  whatever.' " 

When  the  attachment  was  served  on  Mr.  Dillon,  he  hauled  down  his 
consular  flag;  and  the  case  was  taken  up  by  the  French  minister  at 
Washington,  as  involving  a  gross  disrespect  to  France.  A  long  and 
animated  controversy  between  Mr.  Marcy,  then  Secretary  of  State,  and 
the  French  Government  ensued.  The  fact  that  an  attachment  had  it^ned 
under  which  Mr.  Dillon  was  brought  into  court  was  regarde<l  by  the 
French  Government  as  not  merely  a  contravention  of  the  treaty^  but  an 
offense  by  international  law;  and  it  was  argued  that  the  disrespect  was 
not  purged  by  the  subsequent  discharge  of  Mr.  Dillon  from  arrest.  It 
was  urged,  also,  that  the  fact  that  the  subpoena  contained  the  clause 
duces  tecum  involved  a  violation  of  the  consular  archives.  Mr.  Marcy, 
in  a  letter  of  September  11,  1854,  to  Mr.  Mason,  then  minister  at  Paris, 
discusses  these  questions  at  great  length.  He  maintains  that  the  pro- 
vision in  the  Federal  Constitution  giving  defendants  opportunity  to  meet 
witnesses  produced  against  themface  to  face,  overrides  conflicting  ti'^ul- 
ies,  unless  in  cases  where  snch  treaties  embody  exceptions  to  this  right 
recognized  as  such  when  the  Constitution  was  fipwned.    One  of  these 
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exceptions  relates  i/o  the  case  of  diplomatic  represeDtatives.  ^^As  the 
law  of  evidence  stood  when  the  Constitntiou  went  into  effect,"  says  Mr. 
Marcy,  ^^  ambassadors  and  ministers  could  not  be  served  with  com- 
pulsory process  to  appear  as  witnesses,  and  the  clause  in  the  Constitution 
referred  to  did  not  give  the  defendant  the  right  in  criminal  prosecutions 
to  compel  their  attendance  in  court."  This  privilege,  however,  Mr. 
Marcy  maintained,  did  not  extend  to  consuls,  and  consuls,  therefore, 
could  only  procure  the  privilege  when  given  to  them  by  treaty  which, 
in  criminal  cases,  was  subject  to  the  limitations  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States.  Mr.  Marcy,  however,  finding  that  the  French  Gov- 
ernment continued  to  regard  the  attachment,  with  the  subpoena  duces 
tecuMy  as  an  attack  on  its  honor,  offered,  in  a  letter  to  Mr.  Mason,  dated 
January  18,  1855,  to  compromise  the  matter  by  a  salute  to  the  French 
flag  upon  a  French  manof-war,  stopping  at  San  Francisco.  Count  de 
Sartiges,  the  French  minister  at  Washington,  asked  in  addition  that 
when  the  consular  flag  at  San  Francisco  was  rehoisted,  it  should  re- 
ceive a  salute.  This  was  declined  by  Mr.  Marcy.  In  August,  1855, 
after  a  long  and  protracts  controversy,  the  French  Government  agreed 
to  accept  as  a  sufficient  satisfaction  an  expression  of  regret  by  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States,  coupled  with  the  provision  that  ^^  when  a 
French  national  ship  or  squadron  shall  appear  in  the  harbor  of  San 
Francisco  the  United  States  authorities  there,  military  or  naval,  will 
salute  the  national  flag  borne  by  such  ship  or  squadron  with  a  national 
salute,  at  an  hour  to  be  specified  and  agreed  on  with  the  French  naval 
commanding  officer  present,  and  the  French  ship  or  squadron  whose 
flag  is  thus  saluted  will  return  the  salute  gun  for  gun." 

In  re  DiUoD,  2  Sawyer,  564,  565. 
As  to  saloting  flag,  see  infra,  $  315. 

''The  Constitution  is  to,prevail  over  a  treaty  where  the  provisions  of 
the  one  come  in  conflict  with  the  other.  It  would  be  difficult  to  find  a 
reputable  lawyer  in  this  country  who  would  not  yield  a  ready  assent  to 
this  proposition.  Mr.  Dillon's  counsel  admitted  it  in  his  argument  for  the 
consul's  privilege  before  the  court  in  California.  The  sixth  amendment  to 
the  United  States  Constitution  gives,  in  general  and  comprehensive  lan- 
guage, the  right  to  a  defendant  in  criminal  prosecutions  to  have  compul- 
sory proceiss  to  procure  the  attendance  of  witnesses  in  his  favor.  Neither 
Congress  nor  the  treaty-making  power  are  competent  to  put  any  restric- 
tion on  this  constitutional  provision.  There  was,  however,  at  the  time  of 
its  adoption,  some  limit  to  the  range  of  its  operation.  It  did  not  give  to 
such  a  defendant  the  right  to  have  compulsory  process  against  all  per- 
sons whatever,  but  only  against  such  as  were  subject  to  subpcena  at 
that  time,  such  as  might  by  existing  law  be  witnesses.  There  were  then 
persons  and  classes  of  persons  who  were  not  thus  subject  to  that  proc- 
ess, who,  by  privileges  and  mental  disqualifications,  could  not  be 
made  witnesses,  and  this  constitutional  provision  did  not  confer  the 
right  on  the  defendant  to  have  compulsory  process  against  them.  As 
the  law  of  evidence  stood  when  the  Constitution  went  into  effect,  am- 
bassadors and  ministers  could  not  be  served  with  compulsory  process 
to  appear  as  witnesses,  and  the  clause  in  the  Constitution  referred  to 
did  not  give  to  the  defendant  in  criminal  prosecutions  the  right  to  com- 
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pel  their  attendance  in  court.  But  ^hat  was  the  case  iii  this  respect  as 
to  consuls  T  They  had  not  the  diplomatic  privileges  of  embassadors 
and  ministers.  After  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  the  defendant 
in  a  criminal  prosecution  had  the  right  to  compulsory  process  to  bring 
into  court  as  a  witness  in  his  behalf  any  foreign  consul  whatsoever.  If 
he  then  had  it,  and  has  it  not  now,  when  and  how  has  this  constita- 
tional  right  been  taken  from  him  T  Congress  could  not  take  it  away, 
neither  could  the  treaty-making  power,  for  it  is  not  within  the  compe- 
tence of  either  to  modify  or  restrict  the  operation  of  any  provision  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.^' 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mason,  Sept.  11,  1854.  M8S.  Inst.,  France. 
See  as  to  paramount  authority  of  Constitution  in  such  cases,  Mr.  Marcy,  Sec. 
of  State,  to  Mr.  Mason,  Jan.  18,  1855.    Ibid. 

"  France  was  the  early  and  efficient  ally  of  the  United  States  in  their 
struggle  for  independence.  From  that  time  to  the  present,  with  occa- 
sional slight  interruptions,  cordial  relations  of  friendship  have  existed 
between  the  Governments  and  people  of  the  two  countries.  The  kindly 
sentiments,  cherished  alike  by  both  nations,  have  led  to  extensive  social 
and  commercial  intercourse,  which,  I  trust,  will  not  be  interrupted  or 
checked  by  any  casual  event  of  an  apparently  unsatisfactory  character. 
The  French  consul  at  San  Francisco  was,  not  long  since,  brought  into 
the  United  States  district  court  at  that  place,  by  compulsory  process, 
as  a  witness  in  favor  of  another  foreign  consul,  in  violation,  as  the 
French  Government  'conceives,  of  his  privileges  under  our  consular 
convention  with  France.  There  being  nothing  in  the  transaction  which 
could  imply  any  disrespect  to  France  or  its  consul,  such  explanation 
has  been  made  as  I  hope  will  be  satisfactory.  Subsequently,  misun- 
derstanding arose  on  the  subject  of  the  French  Government  having,  as 
it  appeared,  abruptly  excluded  the  American  minister  to  Spain  from 
passing  through  France,  on  his  way  from  London  to  Madrid.  But  that 
Government  has  unequivocally  disavowed  any  design  to  deny  the  right 
of  transit  to  the  minister  of  the  United  States ;  and,  after  explanations 
to  this  effect,  he  has  resumed  his  journey,  and  actually  returned  through 
France  to  Spain.  I  herewith  lay  before  Congress  the  corresiwndenoe 
on  this  subject  between  our  envoy  at  Paris  and  the  minister  of  foreign 
relations  of  the  French  Government." 

President  Pierce,  Second  Annual  Message,  1854. 

• 

"A  case  of  homicide  having  occurred  at  Washington,  in  1856,  in  the 
presence  of  the  Dutch  minister,  whose  presence  was  deemed  altogether 
material  for  the  trial,  <and  inasmuch  as  he  was  exempt  from  the  ordi- 
nary process  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses,'  an  application 
was  made  by  the  district  attorney,  through  the  Secretary  of  State,  to 
Mr.  Dubois  to  appear  and  testify.  The  minister  having  refused,  bj 
the  unanimous  advice  of  his  colleagues,  in  a  note  of  the  11th  of  May, 
1856,  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  appear  as  a  witness,  Mr.  Marcy  in- 
structed, May  15, 1856,  Mr.  Belmout,  minister  of  the  United  States  at 
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the  Hague,  to  bring  the  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Netherlands  Gov- 
ernment. He  says,  that  ^it  is  not  doubted  that  both  by  the  usage  of 
nations  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  M.  Dubois  has  the  legal  right 
to  decline  to  give  his  testimony ;  but  he  is  at  perfect  liberty*  to  exercise 
this  privilege  to  the  extent  requested,  and  by  doing  so  he  does  not  sub- 
ject himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  country.  The  circumstances  of 
this  case  are  such  as  to  appeal  strongly  to  the  universal  sense  of  justice. 
In  the  event  of  M.  Van  Hall's  suggesting  that  M.  Dubois  might  give 
Lis  deposition  out  of  court  in  the  case,  you  will  not  omit  to  state  that 
by  our  Constitution,  in  all  criminal  prosecutions,  the  accused  has  the 
right  to  be  confronted  with  the  witnesses  against  him,  and  hence,  in 
order  that  the  testimony  should  be  legal,  it  must  be  given  before  the 
court.'  M.  Van  Hall,  June  9, 1856,  in  a  note  to  Mr.  Belmont,  declined 
authorizing  the  minister  to  appear  in  court.  He  said  that  ^  availing 
himself  of  a  prerogative  generally  conce.ded  to  the  members  of  the  diplo- 
matic body,  and  recognized  also  by  the  laws  of  the  Bepublic,  as  ad- 
verted to  by  Mr.  Marcy,  M.  Dubois  refused  to  appear  before  a  court 
of  justice ;  but  being  desirous  to  at  once  reconcile  that  prerogative  with 
the  requirements  of  justice,  he  suggested  a  middle  course  of  action, 
and  proposed  to  Mr.  Marcy  to  give  his  declaration  under  oath,  should 
he  be  authorized  to  that  effect  by  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands. 
After  taking  the  King's  orders  on  the  subject,  I  did  not  hesitate  to  give 
such  authority  toM.  Dubois,  approving  at  the  same  time^  and  formally, 
the  line  of  conduct  which  he  pursued  on  that  occasion.'  M.  Dubois 
addressed  a  note  to  Mr.  Marcy,  on  the  21st  of  June,  stating  that  he  was 
authorized  to  make  his  declaration  under  oath  at  the  Department  of 
State,  adding,  4t  is  understood  that,  on  such  an  occasion,  no  mention  is 
to  be  made  of  a  cross-examination,  to  which  I  could  not  subject  myself.' 
The  declaration  was  not  taken,  as  the  district  attorney  stated  that  it 
would  not  be  admitted  as  evidence." 

Lawrence's  Wheaton  (ed.  1863),  393,  394. 

The  correspondence  of  the  Government  of  th6  Netherlands,  in  refus- 
ing to  allow  its  diplomatic  agent  to  testify  in  the  criminal  courts  of  the 
United  States,  is  given  in  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  JN'o.  21,  34th  Cong.,  3d  sess. 

See  also  Dana's  Wheaton,  $  225,  note  125. 

On  the  trial  of  Guitean,  Senor  Camacho,  minister  from  Venezuela,  who 
was  present  at  President  Garfield's  assassination,  was  called  as  a  wit- 
ness for  the  prosecution.  Before  he  was  sworn  the  following  statement 
was  made  by  the  district  attorney : 

<^  If  your  honor  please,  before  the  gentleman  is  sworn,  I  desire  to  state, 
or  rather  I  think  it  due  to  the  witness  to  state,  that  he  is  the  minister 
from  Venezuela  to  this  Government,  and  entitled  under  the  law  gov- 
erning diplomatic  relations  to  be  relieved  from  service  by  subpoena  or 
sworn  as  a  witness  in  any  case.  Under  the  instructions  of  his  Govern- 
ment, owing  to  the  friendship  of  that  Government  for  the  United  States, 
and  the  great  respect  for  the  memory  of  the  man  who  was  assassinated, 
they  have  instructed  him  to  waive  his  rights  and  appear  as  a  witness 
in  the  case,  the  same  as  any  witness  who  is  a  citizen  of  this  country." 

Gniteau's  Trial,  I,  136. 

"A  foreign  diplomatic  representative  cannot  be  compelled  to  testify, 
in  the  country  of  his  sojourn,  before  any  tribunal  whatsoever.  This 
right  is  regarded  as  appertaining  to  his  office,  not  to  his  person,  and  is 
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one  of  which  he  cannot  divest  himself  except  by  the  consent  of  his  Gov- 
ernment. Therefore,  even  if  a  diplomatic  agent  of  the  United  States 
be  called  upon  to  give  testimony  under  circumstances  which  do  not  con- 
cern the  business  of  his  mission,  and  which  are  of  a  nature  to  counsel 
him  to  respond  in  the  interest  of  justice,  he  should  not  do  so  without 
the  consent  of  the  President,  obtained  through  the  Secretary  of  State, 
which  in  any  such  case  would  probably  be  granted.'' 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

As  to  consular  privileges  in  this  respect,  see  ii^^fraj  $  120. 

XXni.  CANNOT  BECOME  BUSINESS  AGENTS. 

§  99. 

A  public  minister  cannot  act  as  agent  for  the  collection  of  private 
claims  without  injury  to  the  dignity  and  decorum  of  the  public  service. 

Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  as  reported  in  4  Mem.  J.  Q.  Adama,  347. 

It  is  not  within  the  province  of  the  Department  of  State  to  make  iD- 
quiries  abroad  as  to  matters  of  the  purely  private  business  of  citiz^is 
of  the  United  States,  though  applied  to  by  such  citizens. 

Mr.  Buchanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hoogh,  Mar.  13, 1846.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

The  Department  will  not,  at  the  suit  of  private  claimants,  call  upon 
foreign  ministers  to  make  inquiries  in  the  countries  where  they  are  res- 
ident as  to  the  business  interests  of  such  claimants. 

Mr.  MarcT,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Reedy,  Ang.  21,  1856.    MSS.  Dom.  Let.    Mr. 
Marcy  to  Mr.  French,  Dec.  12,  1856 ;  ibid. 

^^  It  is  not  within  the  province  of  a  minister  of  the  United  States 
abroad  to  present  private  claims  unless  they  are  the  result  of  a  vioU> 
tion  of  international  law  by  the  Government  addressed." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Eliot,  May  12,  1869.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

^<  The  aid  of  the  diplomatic  representatives  of  the  Government  is  fre- 
quently requested  for  the  prosecution  of  private  investigations,  but  this 
Department  does  not  feel  justified  in  being  the  medium  of  conveying 
requests  of  that  character,  which  necessarily  involve  much  labor  and 
investigation,  and  occasionally  considerable  expense, — and  when  some- 
times an  official  sanction  may  be  inferred  from  the  source  through  which 
certain  facts  are  obtained,  to  the  private  and  individual  theories  of  the 
author  who  may  use  the  information  thus  obtained  through  official 
channels. 

^*  It  is  a  rule,  therefore,  of  this  Department  not  to  impose  upon  the 
diplomatic  agents  of  the  Government  the  labor  of  obtaining  informa- 
tion of  the  kind  sought  by  Mr.  Burt,  except  when  sought  for  the  official 
use  of  some  of  the  Departments  of  Government. 

^<  In  the  present  case  it  is  believed,  from  the  nature  of  the  informa- 
tion sought,  that  Mr.  Burt  will  find  little  difficulty  in  obtaining  it  Uirougfa 
other  agencies.    There  will  be  no  objection  to  his  making  an  in 
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application  in  his  own  name  to  the  minister  at  Vienna,  who  will  be  at 
liberty,  if  he  is  thus  inclined,  to  undertake  the  labor.  But  this  Depart- 
ment cannot  impose  the  task  upon  him." 

Mr.  Fish,  Se<v  of  State,  to  Mr.  Ricbanlson,  Noy.  1, 1873.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

"A  standing  rule  of  the  service  prevents  ministers  from  acting  as 
claim  agents  or  bankers  for  citizens  at  home  in  their  dealings  with  the 
foreign  Government  to  which  they  are  accredited,  unless  the  Depart- 
ment gives  them  permission  to  do  so." 

Mr.  Frelinghuyseu,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Wright,  Apr.  5, 1884.  MSS.  Dom.  Let. 
See  Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Toder,  May  21, 1880.  MSS.  Dom.  Let., 
infra,  $  123. 

^^  It  is  no  part  of  the  business  of  a  legation  to  act  as  a  safe  deposit 
institution,  and  no  responsibility  (of  insurance)  can  attach  to  the  min- 
ister if  he  yield  to  the  request  and  take  such  property  into  his  keeping 
without  valuable  consideration." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cox,  Dec.  23, 1885.  MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey. 

'*  It  is  no  part  of  the  duty  of  this  Department  or  of  the  diplomatic  or 
consular  officers  of  the  United  States  abroad  to  attend  to  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  private  claims  of  American  citizens  in  foreign  states,  espe- 
cially in  countries  like  Great  Britain,  where  the  courts  of  justice  are 
open  to  them." 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State;  to  Miss  Heald,  July  9,  1886.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

"  The  interposition  of  diplomatic  agents  is  often  asked  by  their  coun- 
trymen to  aid  in  the  collection  of  claims  against  the  Government  to 
which  they  are  accredited.  If  the  claim  is  founded  in  contract,  they  will 
in  no  event  interfere  without  specific  instructions  to  do  so.  If  it  is 
founded  in  tort,  they  will  as  a  general  rule  in  like  manner  seek  previous 
instructions  before  interfering,  unless  the  person  of  the  claimant  be 
assailed,  or  there  be  pressing  necessity  for  action  in  his  behalf  beibre 
they  can  communicate  with  the  Department;  in  which  event  they  will 
communicate  in  full  the  reasons  for  their  action." 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

XXIV.  NOR  REPRESENT  FOREIGN  GOVERNMENTS. 

§100. 

A  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  cannot,  without  the 
consent  of  Congress,  accept  a  similar  commission  from  another  power, 
though  he  is  not  prohibited  from  rendering  a  friendly  service  to  a  foreign 
I)Ower,  even  that  of  negotiating  a  treaty  for  it,  provided  he  does  not 
become  an  officer  thereof. 

13  Op.,  537,  Akerman,  1871.   As  to  joint  action  with  other  di  plomatists,  Ree  infra, 
5102. 

^^  Diplomatic  officers  are  sometimes  requested  to  discharge  tem})o- 
rarily  the  duties  of  those  of  other  countries.    It  may  be  proper  as  a 
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matter  of  comity  to  accede  to  sncli  requests,  but  not  (uuless  under 
argent  circumstances)  until  permission  has  been  granted  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  State.  Dip4omatic  officers,  however,  are  prohibited  by  the 
Constitution  (art.  1,  sec.  9)  from  performing,  without  the  conseat  of 
Congress,  any  duties  for  any  foreign  Government  which  involve  the 
acceptance  of  office  from  such  foreign  Government.'' 

Printed  Pers.  loBt.,  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

As  to  gratnitons  services  in  eucli  cases,  see  infra,  $  105. 

XXV.  SHOULD  BESIDE  AT  CAPITAL. 

§101. 

'^  If  the  President  has  in  one  or  two  instances  acquiesced  in  the  resi- 
dence of  foreign  ministers  in  a  distant  city  of  the  Union,  it  has  been 
because  they  have  had  but  little  business  to  transact  with  this  Govern- 
ment, and  because  their  residence  there  has  given  rise  to  no  oomplaint 
of  breach  of  privilege  on  the  one  hand  or  of  personal  iivjory  to  American 
citizens  on  the  other." 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  x)f  State,  to  Mr.  Tacon,  Dec.  10,  1828.    M88.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 
As  to  Mr.  Jackson's  action  in  this  line,  see  if^ra,  $  107. 

The  practice  of  residence  of  foreign  legations  at  other  places  than  the 
capital  is  beset  with  many  inconveniences,  and  cannot  be  looked  upon 
with  satisfaction  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Van  Bnren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bill^,  Oct.  23, 1830.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 

XXVL   JOINT  ACTION  WITH  OTHER   DIPLOMATIC  AGENTS   VNADVISA- 

BLE, 

§102. 

The  policy  of  the  United  States  precludes,  as  a  rule,  the  appointment 
of  special  diplomatic  agents  to  confer  with  those  concerned  in  political 
movements  abroad. 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Kaufman,  April  30,  1840.    MSS.  Dom.  Lei 
Bat  consultation  between  the  several  diplomatic  representatives  at  a  foreign 
capital,  resulting  in  the  assumption  of  a  common  attitude  in  cases  of  pub- 
lic emergency,  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  above  rale.     Supra,  $$  61,  67, 
68,  68a;  tw/ro,  $  105. 

^'It  is,  of  course,  neither  possible  nor  desirable  to  avoid  a  free  inter- 
change of  opinion  between  the  representative  of  the  United  States  and 
the  representatives  of  other  powers  upon  questions  of  common  conoem 
arising  in  foreign  capitals.  Such  free  communication  is  not  only  ap- 
proved, but  is  especially  commended.  At  the  same  time  care  should  be 
taken  to  avoid,  as  far  as  possible,  formal  conventions  in  which  propo- 
sitions are  considered^  with  an  understanding  or  agreement  that  a  de- 
cision by  a  majority  of  representatives  shall  commit  or  bind  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  United  States.  A  consent  on  your  part  to  give  such 
an  effect  to  a  decree  of  a  council  of  representatives  would  be  virtually 
a  proceeding  derogating  from  the  authority  of  the  President^  and  if 
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apx>roved  by  liiin  would  have  the  seemiug  but  unreal  operation  to  bind 
the  United  States  by  his  own  individual  act,  in  derogation  of  the  Gon- 
Btitution,  which  requires  that  no  engagement  shall  be  made  with  foreign 
powers  other  than  by  treaty  solemnly  celebrate^  by  the  President  and 
duly  ratified  by  the  Senate.'' 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hovey,  Feb.  25, 1807.    MSS.  Inst.  Peru.    See 

9upra,  i  90. 
As  to  importance  of  union  between  diplomatic  agents  abroad,  see  8  John  Adams' 

V^orks,  547,  549. 
As  to  Joinder  of  foreign  ministers  at  Japan  and  China,  see  mipra,  $$  67-68. 
As  to  Joint  action  with  other  powers  in  respect  to  affairs  in  South  America,  and 

the  West  Indies,  see  supra,  $  57.    The  oljections  to  such  action  are  stated 

by  Mr.  Everett,  in  notes  to  Count  Sartiges  and  Lord  John  Russell,  given 

mpra,  $  72. 

XXVn.  DUTIES  AS  TO  ARCHIVES. 

§103. 

^^  The  instructions  of  this  Department  to  its  diplomatic  agents  abroad 
have  for  a  long  series  of  years  past  strictly  prohibited  ministers  from 
retaining  for  their  private  information  or  use  copies  of  any  correspond- 
ence of  record  in  their  legations.  This  rule  has  been  found  necessary, 
not  only  because  such  archives  are  public  property,  which  no  private 
person  has  a  right  to  possess,  but  also  because  however  great  the  dis-. 
cretion  of  the  minister  doing  so  may  be  during  his  lifetime,  yet,  after 
his  death  the  instances  in  which  valuable  papers  in  relation  to  the  con- 
fidential intercourse  of  ^this  Government  with  foreign  states  may  pass 
through  other  hands  into  unguarded  publicity,  are  not  rare." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tuttle,  May  19,  1879.    MSS.  Dom.  Let.    ' 

<^The  following  record  books  should  be  kept  at  all  missions  of  the 
United  States  abroad : 

^^A  dispatch-bookj  into  which  are  to  be  copied  all  official  communica- 
tions written  by  the  diplomatic  agent  to  the  Department  of  State. 
Press-copy  books  are  not  to  be  considered  as  permanent  records. 

<'A  note-booJcj  into  which  are  to  be  copied  all  official  communications 
written  by  the  diplomatic  agent  to  the  Government  to  which  he  is  ac- 
credited. 

<^A  letter  book^  into  which  are  to  be  copied  all  other  official  communi- 
cations written  by  the  diplomatic  agent.  This  book  should  contain  the 
record  of  his  letters  to  the  consular  officers  under  his  jurisdiction. 

'^A  piMsport-hooky  in  which  are  to  be  registered  all  passports  issued  or 
visaed  by  the  diplomatic  agent. 

^^A  miacellaneotis  record-bookj  for  the  entry  of  those  official  papers  and 
records  which  cannot  conveniently  be  classified  and  entered  in  the  rec- 
ord books  above  named — and  in  this  book  should  be  included  also 
copies  of  such  translations  of  official  papers  as  the  diplomatic  agent 
may  forward  with  his  dispatches  to  the  Department  of  State. 

^<A  register  of  official  letters  received  at  the  legation^  which  shall  era- 
brace  the  following  information :  Name  of  the  writer,  number  and  date 
of  letter,  when  received,  its  import,  and  remarks  thereon,  as  prescribed 
in  the  form  hereto  annexed. 
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"A  regisler  of  official  Jettern  sent  from  the  /«<7a/ton,  stating  the  date  and 
import  of  the  letter,  and  the  name  of  the  person  to  whom  sent,  as  pre- 
scribed in  the  form  hereto  appended. 

^^A  quarterly  account  eurrent  booJcy  in  which  shall  be  recorded  the  ae- 
countA  of  the  diplomatic  agent  and  the  legation  accounts  for  contin- 
gencies. 

*'  When  a  paper  of  any  description  is  entered  or  recorded  in  either  of 
the  said  books,  it  must  be  indexed  by  a  reference  both  to  the  name  of 
the  aathor  and  the  subject  of  the  paper. 

<^  Instrnctions  from  the  Department,  and  all  official  or  business  notes 
to  the  legation,  intended  to  be  permanently  kept  there,  shall  be  indorsed 
with  a  short  note  of  the  contents  and  filed  (not  folded),  until  a  sufficient 
number  shall  accumulate  to  iorm  a  volume,  when  they  shall  be  bound. 

^' All  diplomatic  agents  are  instructed,  with  a  view  to  facilitate  refer- 
ence to  previous  correspondence,  to  keep  in  their  offices  the  prescribed 
registers  of  all  the  documents,  papers,  letters,  and  books  which  have 
been,  or  which  may  be,  at  any  time  received,  and  also  of  those  forwarded 
by  them  on  matters  connected  with  their  official  duties. 

^^  The  copied  records  in  the  books  above  prescribed  will  include  pro- 
tocols of  conferences,  notes  of  official  convei-sations,  copies  of  corre- 
spondence, and  every  memoraiidnm  necessary  to  a  full  understanding 
of  the  history  of  the  mission. 

'^  Such  ministers  of  the  United  States  as  by  law  are  not  allowed  a 
secretary  of  h'gation  will  themselves  keep  up  the  record  of  their  lega- 
tions. Any  such  minister  who  may  neglect  this  duty  will  be  chargeable 
with  the  expense  which  the  Government  may  incur  in  consequence  of 
his  neglect. 

^^  The  public  interest,  and  the  convenience  of  official  interooorse 
with  diplomatic  representatives  abroad,  require  that  every  successor 
to  a  mission  should  be  thoroughly  acquainted  with  all  the  directions 
that  may  have  been  given  by  this  Department  to  his  predecessors,  and 
all  that  may  have  been  done  by  them  in  their  official  capacity.  It  is 
therefore  the  imperative  duty  of  all  diplomatic  agents  to  carefnlly 
familiarize  themselves  with  the  records  of  their  missions,  and  to  pre- 
serve the  archives  of  their  own  as  well  as  of  preceding  terms  with  the 
utmost  care  for  the  benefit  of  their  successors  in  office." 

Printed  Pers.  Iimt.  Dip.  Aj^onts,  lH8r>. 

By  article  11  of  the  treaty  of  1810  l>etween  the  United  States  and 
Spain,  the  Department  of  State  was  made  the  depository  of  the  records 
and  papers  referred  to  in  the  article.  They  should  not  be  delivered  to 
the  claimants,  and  any  law  of  Congress  which  should  authorize  or  direct 
them  to  be  delivered  up  would  be  a  violation  of  the  treaty. 

2  Op.,  515,  Taney,  1««. 

XXVIII.  njGHT  OF  PJROTECTIOX  AND  ASYLUM. 

§104. 

Under  this  head  the  privileges  of  asylum  of  consuls  as  well  as  of  dip- 
lomatic agents  will  be  considered. 

The  report  of  Mr.  LivingBton,  Sec.  of  State,  on  Apr.  2,  1832,  in  regard  to  lefnge 
given  in  1831  by  the  United  States  ship  St.  Louis  to  the  Vioe-Praident 
of  the  Republic  of  Pern  and  General  Miller,  wiU  be  found  in  House  Ex. 
Doc.,  No.  272,  22d  Cong.,  Ist  sess. 
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The  right  of  diplomatic  asylam  in  revolutionary  times  and  in  revo- 
lutionary countries  should  be  indulgently  construed. 

Mr.  CalhoQD,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Wise,  Jal3'  18,  1844.    MSS.  Inst.,  Brazil. 

^^  A  minister  in  a  foreign  country  is  regarded  by  the  public  law  as 
independent  of  the  local  jurisdiction  within  which  he  resides,  and  re- 
sponsible for  any  offenses  he  may  commit  only  to  his  own  Oovernment. 
The  same  peculiar  character  belongs,  also,  to  his  suite,  his  family,  and 
the  members  of  his  household,  and  in  whatever  relates  to  himself  or  to 
them  is  extended  even  to  the  mansion  which  he  occupies.  Whether 
its  asylum  can  be  violated  under  any  circumstances,  it  is  unnecessary, 
on  this  occasion,  to  in<]uire;  but  there  is  no  doubt  whatever  that,  if  it 
can  be  rightfully  entered  at  all  without  the  consent  of  its  occupant,  it 
can  only  be  so  entered  in  consequence  of  an  order  emanating  from  the 
supreme  authority  of  the  country  in  which  the  minister  resides,  and  for 
which  it  will  be  held  responsible  by  his  Government." 

Mr.  Bachanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Shields,  Mar.  22,  184a    MSS.  Inst.,  Venez. 

Though  the  privileges  of  asylum  in  Mohammedan  states,  as  well  as 
in  South  America,  are  more  liberally  dispensed  than  in  the  leading 
European  states,  they  should  be  in  all  cases  carefully  guarded. 

Mr.  Clayton,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  MoCauley,  May  31,  1849.  MSS.  Inst.  Barb. 
Powers.  Mr.  Clayton  to  Mr.  Gaines,  Oct.  3,  1849 ;  Mr.  Marcy  to  Mr.  De 
Leon,  Dec.  23,  1653  ;  ibid. 

'^  I  was  well  aware  of  the  custom  of  the  representatives  of  Christian 
powers  in  the  Barbary  States  to  extend  the  protection  of  their  flags  over 
many  individuals  who  are  not  citizenti  of  their  respective  countries, 
and  who  cannot  be  properly  considered  as  officials,  such  as  brokers, 
interpreters,  &c.  But  whilst  I  deem  it  the  duty  of  the  consuls  to  pro- 
tect American  citizens,  and  necessary  and  useful  official  persons  con- 
nected with  their  consulates,  they  ought  scrupulously  and  carefully  to 
abstain  from  all  interference  in  behalf  of  individuals  who  are  neither 
citizens  nor  have  any  rightful  claim  to  our  protection,  and  the  more 
especially  when  such  protection  is  likely  to  bring  the  American  consul 
into  any  kind  of  conflict  with  the  rights  and  prerogatives  of  the  reiire- 
sentatives  of  friendly  powers.'' 

Mr.  Clayton,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  .McCanley,  Jan.  14,  1860.  MSS.  Inst.  Barb. 
Powers. 

Acquiescence  by  the  Government  of  Chili  on  former  occasions  in  the 
exercise  of  the  hospitality  of  asylum  in  its  larger  sense  may  preclude 
that  Government  from  objecting  to  the  continued  granting  such  hospi- 
tality to  the  same  extent.  At  the  same  time,  if  that  Government  makes 
objection  to  a  granting  of  that  hospitality  to  a  particular  political  refugee, 
the  minister  of  the  United  States,  in  whose  house  soch  refugee  is  shel- 
tered, should  advise  him  that  this  shelter  can  no  longer  be  afibrded. 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Peyton,  Jnly  2, 1851.    MSS.  Inst.,  Chili. 
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"  Neither  the  law  of  nations  nor  the  stipulations  of  our  treaty  with 
Peru  recognize  the  right  of  consuls  to  afford  protection  to  those  who 
have  rendered  themselves  obnoxious  to  the  authority  of  the  Grovem- 
ment  under  which  they  dwell.    •    •    • 

<<  The  subsequent  course  of  the  governor,  in  sending  to  the  consulate 
and  arresting  the  insurgents,  cannot  be  condemned  by  this  Government. 
The  national  flag  was  not  insulted,  nor  the  national  dignity  affected, 
by  this  proceeding.  The  former  had  been  unwarrantably  used.  Under 
the  treaty  it  would  and  should  have  protected  the  property  of  the  con- 
sulate and  the  persons  and  property  of  American  citizens,  bat  in  thi« 
case  no  such  plea  for  its  use  can  be  presented.  The  Government  of 
the  United  States  would  not  permit  such  an  abuse  of  a  foreign  flag  by 
a  foreign  consul  to  be  made  with  impunity." 

Mr.  Marcy.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Clay,  Jan.  24, 1854.    MSS.  Inst.,  Pern. 

^^  This  Government  will  not  consent  that  its  consuls  in  Turkey  shall, 
be  denied  any  privileges  in  regard  to  protecting  persons  not  citizens  of 
the  United  States  which  may  be  enjoyed  by  the  consuls  of  other  nations 
who  have  no  special  treaty  stipulations  on  the  subject.  If  custom  in 
Turkey  gives  to  foreign  consuls  the  right  of  protecting  even  Ottoman 
subjects,  it  is  presumed  that  this  right  is  limited  to  such  persons  as 
may  be  absolutely  necessary  for  the  discharge  of  the  consular  func- 
tions, and  must  have  originated  and  be  tolerated  on  account  of  the 
difficulty  of  obtaining  persons,  not  subjects  of  the  Porte,  sufficiently  ac- 
quainted with  the  Oriental  languages.  It  is  obvious,  however,  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  consul  to  exercise  this  privilege  with  discretion,  and 
not  to  employ  any  person  for  the  purpose  of  screening  him  from  prose- 
cution for  ofienses  against  the  laws  of  the  country  or  any  one  known 
to  be  reasonably  objectionable  to  the  Government." 

Mr.  Maroy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  De  Leon,  Ang.  16,  1854.  MSS.  InBt.,  Barb. 
Powers.  To  the  same  effect  see  letter  of  Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr. 
Hale,  Dec.  11, 1866,  ibid, ;  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Beardsley,  Mar.  31, 
1873,  ibid. ;  Mr.Fish  to  Mr.  Jones»  STov.  16,  1876.  See  also  circular  of  May 
1,  1871 ;  Mr.  Evarts  to  Mr.  Mathews,  Mar.  13, 1880,  iHd. 

A  consul  of  the  United  States  in  Nicaragua  has  no  right,  as  such, 
<'  under  the  law  of  nations  to  make  his  dwelling  an  asylum  for  persons 
charged  with  crimes  or  offenses  against  that  Government." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Wheeler,  May  11, 1855.    MSS.  Inst,  Am.  St. 

Violent  entrance  in  a  consul's  house  by  soldiers,  and  misconduct 
therein,  constitute  an  international  wrong,  for  which  the  Grovemment 
commissioning  such  consul  is  entitled  to  demand  redress. 

Mr.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bigler,  June  17, 1859 ;  Ang.  16, 1859 ;  May  1, 1890. 
MSS.  iDSt.,  Chili. 

During  an  insurrection  in  Valparaiso,  early  in  1859,  Mr.  Trevitt,  con- 
sul of  the  Dnited  States,  received  into  his  house  as  an  asylum  certain 
political  refugees.    His  house  was  subsequently  attacked  by  Chilian 
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soldiery,  the  sarrender  of  tbe  refageee  effected,  and  his  exeqaator 
recalled  by  the  Chilian  Oovernment.  Mr.  Bigler,  United  States  minis- 
ter at  Chili,  when  reporting  these  facts,  informed  the  Secretary  of  State 
that  ^^  the  English  consul  at  Talcahnano  had  recently  given  asylam  to 
a  certain  n  amber  of  refugees  under  circumstances  similar  to  those  under 
which  Consul  Trevitt  had  acted  at  Valparaiso,  but  that  the  Chilian  Gk)v- 
erument  had  manifested  no  dissatisfaction  with  his  conduct  •  •  • 
Information  was  also  given  ^<  that  the  practice  on  the  part  of  consuls 
extending  asylum  to  political  refugees  is  almost  generally  permitted  in 
the  Pacific  Bepublics,  and  in  none  more  frequently  than  in  Chili.''  Mr. 
Cass,  Secretary  of  State,  then  instructed  Mr.  Bigler  that  '^  if  this  be  so, 
the  existence  of  such  au  usage,  taken  in  connection  with  the  statement 
you  make  in  regard  to  the  English  consul,  would  go  far  to  induce  this 
Grovernment  to  require  the  restoration  of  Mr.  Trevitt^s  exequatur.^ 

Mr.  Cass  to  Mr.  Bigler,  June  17,  1859.  M8S.  Inst.  Chili.  See  Mr.  Cass  to  Mr. 
Bigler,  Aug.  16, 1859,  on  the  refusal  of  the  Chilian  Government  to  recall  the 
exequatur, 

<'A11  Christian  nations  refuse  to  the  Government  of  Morocco  any  right, 
power,  or  control  whatever,  in  any  circumstances,  over  the  persons  or 
property  of  Christians,  or  Franks,  as  they  are  called,  residing  in  that 
Empire.''  '  y 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  McMath,  Apr.  28,  1862.  MSS.  Inst.,  Barb. 
Powers. 

"  Every  citizen  of  the  United  States  is  required,  when  in  Morocco,  to 
seek  from  the  consul  and  have  a  certificate  showing  that  he  is  under 
the  consul-s  protection.  Failing  to  obtain  this  he  has  no  right  by  law 
to  remain  there.'' 

Ibid. 

^^  The  President  hears  with  surprise  and  regret  rumors  of  abuses  of 
the  ])rivilege  of  granting  protections  committed  by  persons  vicariously 
exercising  consular  functions  in  behalf  of  this  Government  within  His 
Imperial  Majesty's  dominions.  Recent  improvements  of  administration 
present  some  grounds  for  believing  that  that  privilege  might  now  be 
relinquished  without  serious  prejudice  to  the  interests  of  the  United 
States  It  is  not  supposed,  however,  that  in  the  event  of  either  a  radi- 
cal change  of  administration,  or  of  the  occurrence  of  religious  or  other 
domestic  disturbance  in  the  capital  or  the  provinces,  the  right  of  grant- 
ing protections  as  heretofore  exercised  would  be  found  indispensable 
to  the  safety  of  citizens  sojourning  in  Turkey.  In  view  of  these  oppos- 
ing considerations  the  President  has  determined  that  you  may  announce 
to  the  minister  for  foreign  affairs  that  tbe  power  of  the  ministers  and  of 
consuls  to  grant  protection  will,  until  further  notice,  be  restrained  so  as 
to  allow  them  to  issue  only  to  persons  in  the  actual  service  of  the  United 
States,    This  restriction  will  not  be  deemed  to  have  any  bearing  upon 
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passports  to  American  citizens  granted  by  this  Department  or  other 
proper  authority." 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morris,  Sept.  19, 1864.    MSS.  Inst.,  Tnifcey. 

'^  1.  Oonsuls  may  harbor  political  refugees,  but  as  the  law  of  nations 
confers  upon  them  no  right  to  do  this,  and  as  the  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  Hayti  is  silent  upon  the  subject,  no  sufficient  cause 
of  complaint  would  arise  if  refugees  so  harbored  were  to  be  taken  by 
the  local  authorities  from  the  consular  abode. 

<<  2.  The  local  authorities  have  an  abstract  right  to  forbid  the  employ- 
ment of  a  foreign  naval  force  to  protect  the  houses  of  consuls,  even  in 
emergencies  such  as  those  to  which  you  refer.  That  employment  may, 
however,  be  justifiable  under  circumstances  similar  to  those  which  are 
reported  at  Cape  Haytien. 

'^3.  Strictly  speaking,  the  consular  flag  can  only  be  properly  dis- 
played over  the  residence  of  the  consul  himself.  If^  however,  he  shoold 
think  proper  to  fly  it  elsewhere,  with  a  view  to  protect  the  property  of 
his  countrymen,  or  property  in  which  they  may  be  interested,  he  must 
do  this  at  the  risk  of  having  that  emblem  disregarded  by  the  foreign 
authorities.  This  Department  cannot  authorize  or  direct  any  such  use 
of  the  flag  of  the  United  states,  but  will  not  censure  it  unless  the  act 
should  formally  be  complained  of  by  the  foreign  Oovernment." 

Mr.  Hanter,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Peck,  Oct.  4,  1865.    MSS.  Inst.,  Hayti. 

^^Your  painfully  interesting  dispatch  of  the  8th  of  May,  No.  3,  has 
been  received.  The  lawless  condition  of  society  in  Hayti  which  you 
describe  is  a  subject  of  grave  concern  and  deep  regret.  The  proceed- 
ings by  which  yon  remonstrated  and  reasoned  with  the  Government  in 
the  interest  of  public  peace  and  safety  at  Port  au  Prince  are  approved. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  on  receiving  the  first  intimation  of  the 
extreme  revolutionary  disturbances  in  Hayti,  took  the  necessary  meas- 
ures for  the  dispatch  of  a  ship  of  war  to  Port  au  Prince,  to  be  employed, 
if  necessary,  for  the  protection  of  the  lives  and  property  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States. 

^^  You  request  an  instruction  on  the  subject  of  the  continuance  of  the 
exercise  of  the  right  of  asylum  by  the  legation.  The  question  is  at- 
tended with  much  embarrassment.  The  right  of  a  foreign  legation  to 
afford  an  asylum  to  political  refugees  is  not  recognized  by  the  law  of 
nations  as  applicable  to  civilized  or  constitutionally  organized  states. 
It  is  a  practice,  however,  which,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  is  ex- 
ercised to  a  greater  or  less  extent  by  every  civilized  state  in  regard  to 
barbaroas  or  semi-barbarous  countries.  The  revolutionary  condition 
seemed  to  become  chronic  in  many  of  the  South  American  nations  after 
thoy  had  achieved  their  independence,  and  the  United  States,  as  well 
us  I  he  European  nations,  recognized  and  maintained  the  right  of  asylum 
in  their  intercourse  with  those  Eepublics.  We  have,  however,  con- 
stantly employed  our  influence,  for  several  years,  to  meliorate  and  im- 
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prove  the  political  situation  in  these  Bepablics,  with  an  earnest  desire 
to  relinqaish  the  right  of  asylum  there.  In  the  year  1867  we  formally 
relinquished  and  renounced  that  right  in  the  Sepublic  of  Peru.  This 
Government  has  also  largely  modified  the  e:(ercise  of  that  right  among 
some  of  the  Oriental  nations. 

'^Thus  we  are  prepared  to  accept  the  opinion  you  have  deliberately 
expressed  that  it  is  no  longer  expedient  to  practice  the  right  of  asylum 
m  the  Haytien  Republic.  [Nevertheless,  we  should  not  be  willing  to 
i*elinquish  the  right  abruptly,  and  in  the  midst  of  the  anarchy  which 
.seems  to  be  now  prevailing  in  Hayti,  in  the  absence  of  matured  convic- 
tions on  your  part.  Nor  do  we  think  it  expedient  that  it  should  be 
renounced  by  the  United  States  legation  any  sooner  or  in  any  greater 
degree  than  it  is  renounced  by  the  legations  of  the  other  important 
neutral  powers.  With  these  reservations,  the  subject  is  confidently 
left  to  your  own  discreet  judgment." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hollister,  May  28,  1866.    M8S.  Inst.  Hayti ; 
Dip.  CoiT.,  1868. 

^'The  immunities  of  an  ambassador  are  not  of  a  personal  character. 
Thej'  belong  to  the  Government  of  which  he  is  the  representative.  It 
is  to  be  regretted,  therefore,  that  you  treated  the  invasion  of  your  house 
and  the  arrest  therein  of  your  servants  as  a  personal  offense,  to  be 
atoned  tor  by  the  simple  release  of  the  persons  arrested,  and  a  private 
note  expressive  of  regret. 

'^This  act,  especially  when  regarded  in  connection  with  a  recent 
invasion  of  the  commercial  agency  at  St.  Marc,  and  other  acts  of  dis- 
respect, and  of  neglect  of  diplomatic  and  international  courtesies,  is 
significant  of  an  intent  which  should  have  elicited  from  you  a  more 
emphatic  protest  than  your  unofficial  communication  to  the  Secretary 
of  State,  and  a  demand  for  more  decided  redress  than  that  which  you 
were  content  to  accept.'' 

Mr.  Fiflh,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Baseett,  March  26,  1873.    MSS.  Inst.  Hayti ;  For. 
Bel.,  1873. 

^^  Your  dispatches,  numbered  364  and  365,  of  the  8th  and  19th  ultimo, 
respectively,  have  been  received.  They  relate  to  the  recent  disturb- 
ances at  Port  an  Prince,  and  to  persons  who  have  sought  an  asylum 
in  the  legation.  It  is  regretted  that  you  deemed  yourself  justified  by  an 
impulse  of  humanity  to  grant  such  an  asylum.  You  have  repeatedly 
been  instructed  that  such  a  practice  has  no  basis  in  public  law,  and,  so 
far  as  this  Government  is  concerned,  is  believed  to  be  contrary  to  all 
sound  policy.  The  course  of  the  diplomatic  representatives  of  other 
countries  in  receiving  political  refugees  upon  such  occasions  is  not 
deem(*d  sufiicient  to  warrant  this  Government  in  sanctioning  a  similar 
step  on  the  part  of  the  representatives  of  the  United  States.  Among 
other  objections  to  granting  such  an  asylum  it  may  be  remarked  that 
that  act  obviously  tends  so  far  to  incite  conspiracies  against  Govern- 
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ments,  tbat  if  persons  charged  with  offenses  can  be  snre  of  beiog 
screened  in  a  foreign  legation  from  arrest  they  will  be  much  more  apt 
to  attempt  the  overthrow  of  aathority  than  if  snch  a  place  of  refiige 
were  not  open  to  them. 

^^Mr.  Preston  has  been  here  by  order  of  his  Government  to  ask  that 
you  may  be  directed  to  set  at  large  the  refugees  who  have  sought  yonr 
protection.  I  answered  him,  however,  that  though  it  might  have  been 
preferable  that  you  should  not  have  received  those  persons,  it  was  not 
deemed  expedient  to  comply  with  his  request.  I  added  that  if  his 
Government  would  apply  to  you  for  them,  in  order  that  they  might  be 
tried,  you  would  be  authorized  to  give  them  up,  pi*ovided  the  Govern- 
ment gives  you  its  assurance  that  no  punishment  shall  result  from  the 
trial,  but  that,  if  convicted,  the  parties  will  be  allowed,  without  moles- 
tation, to  leave  the  country.  If,  too,  the  persons  who  are  with  yoa 
shoald  themselves  or  through  you  offer  to  surrender  to  the  authorities 
on  the  same  condition,  and  should  it  be  acceptable,  you  will  dismiss 
them.^ 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Baaaett,  June  4, 1875.    MSS.  Inst.  Hayti;  For. 
Bel.,  1875. 

^^  The  undersigned.  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States,  has  the 
honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  the  note  of  the  25th  instant  ad- 
dressed to  this  Department  by  Mr.  Preston,  the  minister  plenipoten- 
tiary of  Hayti.  It  refers  to  a  recent  conversation  between  him  and  the 
undersigned  upon  the  subject  of  certain  Haytians  to  whom  Mr.  Bassetr, 
the  United  States  minister  at  Port  au  Prince,  had  granted  an  asylam 
in  his  legation.  As  a  result  of  that  conference,  an  instruction  was  at 
once  addressed  by  this  Department  to  Mr.  Basse|t,  on  grounds  whieh 
were  orally  indicated  by  the  undersigned  to  Mr.  Preston.  Too  short  a 
time,  however,  has  since  elapsed  for  Mr.  Bassett  to  have  earned  those 
instructions  into  effect  and  to  have  reported  to  this  Department  upon 
the  subject. 

^*  The  undersigned  acknowledges  that  it  is  desirable  that  the  question 
which  has  been  raised  by  the  course  of  Mr.  Bassett  should  be  promptly 
and  satisfactorily  settled. 

^'  The  undersigned  is,  however,  not  a  little  surprised  at  that  part  of 
Mr.  Preston's  note  in  which  he  represents  that  the  undersigned  had 
given  him  assurances  that  no  United  States  men-of-war  would  be  or- 
dered into  Haytian  waters.  The  undersigned  is  sure  that  he  neither 
made  any  such  promise  nor  used  words  which  could  fairly  be  oonstnied 
as  a  pledge  of  the  kind.  Pursuant  to  general  orders,  naval  vessels  of 
the  United  States  sometimes  touch  at  ports  where  the  lives  and  property 
of  citizens  may  be  supposed  to  be  in  peril.  If  any  have  recently  visited 
the  harbors  of  Hayti,  the  undersigned  is  not  aware  that  they  have  been 
specially  ordered  thither." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Frestop,  June  29, 1875.    |iSS.  Kotes,  Hayti; 
For.  KeL,  1S75. 
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<^  I  traDsmit  a  copy  of  a  note  of  the  25th  altimo,  addressed  to  this 
Department  by  Mr.  Preston,  the  minister  of  Hayti  accredited  to  this 
Government  It  relates  to  the  asylum  which  yon  thoaght  proper  to 
grant  to  political  refugees  in  that  country,  and  represents  that  you  had 
not  complied  with  a  request  which  had  been  made  of  you  by  the  Oov- 
ernment  to  furnish  it  with  a  list  of  them.  It  also  says  that  some  of  them 
were  received  at  your  legation  with  arms  and  ammunition.  As  your 
dispatches  have  been  silent  upon  these  points,  an  explanation  in  regard 
to  them  will  be  desirable. 

'^  It  is  presumed  that  the  decisive  course  which  you  have  thought 
proper  to  adopt  in  regard  to  the  refugees  adverted  to  has  been  taken  in 
full  view  of  your  accountability  not  only  to  your  own  Government,  but 
to  that  to  which  you  are  accredited.  Whatever  may  be  our  disposition 
to  receive  reasons  to  palliate  or  justify  your  proceedings,  it  is  still  in  the 
power  of  the  Haytian  Government  to  refuse  to  be  satisfied  with  them. 
This  is  a  consideration  which  should  always  be  borne  in  mind  by  a  dip- 
lomatic agent.  While  he  should  not  allow  it  to  affect  his  sense  of  duty, 
ho  should  be  well  aware  of  the  consequence  which  may  attend  its  con- 
scientious discharge." 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bassett,  July  1,  1875.    MSB.  Inst.,  Hayti ;  For. 
Bel.,  1875. 

^<  You  are  aware  that  Mr.  Bassett,  the  minister  resident  of  the  United 
States  at  Port  au  Prince,  has  thought  proper  to  receive  into  his  of&cial 
residence  certain  political  refugees.  This  act  on  his  part  has  not  been 
approved  by  this  Department,  as  it  is  not  sanctioned  by  public  law, 
though  it  is  in  conformity  with  precedents  in  that  quarter.  The  fact, 
however,  that  Mr.  Bassett  should  have  thought  proper  to  take  the  re- 
sponsibility of  harboring  the  persons  referred  to,  contrary  to  the  wishes 
not  only  of  his  own  Government,  but  to  those  also  of  that  to  which  he 
is  accredited,  is  not  conceived  to  forfeit  his  right  not  only  to  protection 
from  violence,  but  also  to  a  continuance  of  those  observances  which  are 
due  to  the  diplomatic  representative  of  a  friendly  nation.  I  regret  to 
state,  however,  that,  according  to  Mr.  Bassett's  reports  to  this  Depart- 
ment, those  observances  have,  in  respect  to  him  and  to  his  legation,  been 
signally  disregarded.  He  states  that  his  abode  is  encompassed  by  an 
armed  force,  and  that  during  the  night  especially  persons  in  his  neigh- 
borhood keep  shouting,  apparently  on  purpose,  to  a  degree  which  makes 
it  impossible  fer  him  or  his  family  to  obtain  necessary  rest.  It  cannot 
be  believed  that  these  annoyances  are  instigated  by  the  Haytian  Gov- 
ernment, and  perhaps  it  may  not  be  aware  that  they  are  practiced. 
However  this  may  be,  it  is  expected  tbat  they  will  at  once  be  discon- 
tinued. If  this  expectation  should  be  disappointed,  it  will  be  regarded 
as  an  unfriendly  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  Haytian  Government. 
Indeed,  the  demonstrations  adverted  toand  all  the  circumstances  make 
it  advisable,  in  tlie  opinion  of  the  President,  that  a  United  States  mau- 
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of-war  should  visit  Port  au  Prince.    The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  will 
conseqaently  be  requested  to  order  one  thither." 

Mr.  Cadwalader,  Acting  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Preston,  Ang.  6, 1875.    MSS.  Notes, 
Hayti;  For.EeL,  1875. 

^^  It  is  noticed  that  Mr.  Preston  has  thought  proper,  in  that  comma- 
nication,  to  characterize  the  sanctuary  which  the  minister  of  the  United 
States  in  Hayti  has  thought  proper  to  extend  to  certain  citizens  of  that 
country  as  an  act  performed  pursuant  to  a  pretended  right.  As  similar 
acts  have  often  been  exerdsed  by  the  representatives  of  other  powers, 
as  well  as  hj  that  of  the  United  States,  with  the  acquiescence  of  Hayti, 
the  epithet  referred  to  may  be  considered  as  superfluous. 

<^  The  undersigned  also  regrets  to  notice  a  disposition  on  the  part  of 
Mr.  Preston  to  draw  an  inference  from  the  views  which  this  Department 
has  expressed  on  the  general  subject  which  will  at  least  tend  to  restrict 
the  course  which  the  Department  may  think  proper  to  adopt  in  regard 
to  it.    No  such  inference  can  be  assented  to. 

'^  It  is  quite  probable,  however,  that,  when  the  present  case  shall  have 
been  satisfactorily  ac^usted,  this  Department  may  be  disposed  to  re- 
ceive and  consider  any  proposition  which  Hayti  may  make,  looking  to 
the  abolition,  by  the  several  Governments  represented  in  that  country, 
of  the  practice  of  granting  an  asylum  to  refugees  in  their  respective 
legations.  The  United  States  cannot,  for  the  present  at  least,  sepa- 
rately, even  by  implication,  engage  to  treat  upon  the  subject 

^<  The  undersigned  also  regrets  to  observe  that  Mr.  Preston  mistakes 
the  terms  upon  which,  as  he  was  informed,  Mr.  Bassett  had  been  author- 
ized to  surrender  the  refugees  in  his  residence. 

^'The  only  condition  upon  which  Mr.  Bassett  was  authorized  to  make 
that  surrender  was,  that  the  Haytian  Government  should  stipulate  not 
to  punish  the  refhgees,  if,  after  trial,  they  should  be  convicted  of  any 
offense,  but  should,  of  its  own  accord,  allow  them  to  leave  the  country, 
and  should  furnish  them  with  passports  for  that  purpose.  This  condi- 
tion did  not  imply  any  necessity  for  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  pardon, 
to  which  Mr.  Preston  refers  in  his  note.  Indeed,  the  proposition  a^ 
stated  by  that  gentleman,  would,  it  is  conceived,  involve  not  only  au 
abandonment  of  the  question  of  asylum,  but  practically  an  assent  to  its 
violation. 

^'The  United  States  cannot  consent  to  this.  The  proposition  author- 
ized through  Mr.  Bassett  was  based  upon  the  principle  of  deferring  to 
the  dignity  of  Hayti  by  acknowledging  her  right  to  try  the  refugees,  but 
also  of  maintaining  the  inviolability  of  the  asylum  so  long  as  it  should 
generally  be  tolerated. 

"  If  the  proposition  adverted  to  should,  in  its  spirit  and  its  terms,  be 
accepted  by  Hayti,  the  unpleasant  question  to  which  it  relates  may  be 
promptly  and  satisfactorily  settled." 

Mr.  Cadwalader,  Acting  Sec.  of  Stato,  to  Mr.  Preston,  Ang.  17,  1875.     MSS. 
Notes,  Hayti ;  For.  Rel.,  1875. 
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• 

"  Your  dispatches  to  No.  389  have  been  received.  They  convey  the 
unwelcome  information  that  the  question  in  regard  to  Boisrond  Canal 
and  the  other  refugees  at  your  residence  was  still  unadjusted.  The 
hope  was  entertained  that  the  conditions  upon  which,  by  the  instruc- 
tion Ko.  227  of  the  4th  of  June  last,  you  were  authorized  to  termi- 
nate the  asylum  which  had  been  granted  to  those  persons,  would  have 
been  complied  with.  Those  conditions  were  that  if  the  Haytian  Govern- 
ment should  apply  to  you  for  them  in  order  that  they  might  be  tried, 
you  would  be  authorized  to  give  them  up,  provided  that  Government 
would  engage  that  no  punishment  should  result  from  the  trial,  but  that 
if  convicted  they  should  leave  the  country.  Or  if  those  persons  should 
themselves,  or  through  you,  offer  to  surrender  to  the  authorities  on  the 
same  conditions,  you  were  to  dismiss  them.  It  does  not  appear  from 
your  dispatches  that  that  Government  had  made  such  an  application, 
or  that  it  had  been  made  by  you.  This  leaves  the  subject  in  a  very  un- 
satisfactory state,  and  one  by  no  means  tending  to  strengthen  those 
friendly  relations  between  the  two  Governments  which  it  is  desirable  to 
maintain.  The  irritation  of  the  Haytian  Government  in  regard  to  the 
matter  is  shown  in  the  recent  notes.of  Mr.  Preston,  a  copy  of  which  (and 
of  the  answers  of  the  Department)  is  inclosed.  It  is  obviously  the  pur- 
pose of  that  Government,  probably  actuated  by  the  impression  that  the 
right  of  asylum  in  the  abstract  is  not  favored  by  this  Government,  to 
endeavor  to  have  you  directed  to  surrender  the  refugees  unconditionally. 
This  purpose  has  not  been  and  will  not  be  accomplished.  Still  the  im- 
pression here  is  strong  that  in  receiving  Mr.  Boisrond  Canal,  especially 
under  the  circumstances,  you  allowed  your  partialities  for  that  individ- 
ual, as  well  as  your  general  feelings  of  humanity,  to  overcome  that  dis- 
cretion which,  pursuant  to  the  instruction  to  you.  No.  32,  of  the  4th  of 
February,  1870,  you  were  expected  to  exercise  in  every  case  where  an 
asylum  might  be  granted  to  political  refugees.  The  Department  will 
not  take  into  consideration  the  antecedents  of  Mr.  Boisrond  Canal.  It 
is  also  bound  to  disregard  the  complaints  of  the  existing  Haytian  Ad- 
ministration against  him,  or  the  reasons  therefor.  If,  however,  as  is 
understood  to  be  the  case,  that  person  had  actually  been  tried  and  sen- 
tenced for  conspiracy  before  he  sought  refuge  in  your  abode,  he  must 
have  gone  thither  to  escape  punishment  and  arrest.  It  is  also  under- 
stood that  he  and  his  companions,  while  on  their  way  thither,  resisted 
arrest  by  force  of  arms.  These  circumstances  certainly  present  a  case 
iu  which  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  expect  that  Government  to  ac- 
quiesce in  the  privilege  of  sanctuary  granted  by  you  to  Boisrond  Canal. 
Consequently  that  step  on  your  part  cannot  be  approved.  Still  there 
is  no  disposition  to  change  the  conditions  upon  which  you  have  been 
authorized  to  surrender  the  refugees,  except  so  far  as  this  may  be  made 
necessary  by  the  fact  that  Boisrond  Canal  had  actually  been  tried  and 
sentenced  before  he  sought  an  asylum.  It  is  presumed  that  if  he  were 
at  large  he  would  not  be  tried  again,  though  the  sentence  already  passed 
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might  be  carried  into  effect.  If  therefore  that  Government  should  allow 
him  and  the  others  to  be  embarked  for  a  foreign  port,  ander  your  snper- 
vision,  the  case  might  thereby  be  settled. 

^^  It  is  presumed  that  the  embarkation  might  take  place  by  the  con- 
nivance of  the  Oovernment  without  any  change  of  the  sentence,  or  that, 
if  necessary,  the  sentence  might  be  repealed  or  so  modified  that  the 
embarkation  might  be  carried  into  effect  without  hazard  or  injury  to 
the  interests  of  the  Oovernment.  That  a  proper  disposition  to  this  end 
should  be  entertained  is  much  to  be  desired." 

Mr.  Hnnter,  Acting  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Basaett,  Aug.  26,  1875.    M8S.  Inst., 
Hayti ;'  For.  Rel.,  1875. 

<<  The  undersigned,  Acting  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States, 
has  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  the  note  of  Mr.  Stephen 
Preston,  envoy  extraordinary  and  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  Be- 
public  of  Hayti,  of  the  26th  of  August  last,  relative  to  the  asylum 
granted  by  Mr.  Bassett,  minister  resident  of  the  United  States  at  Port 
an  Prince,  to  certain  refugees. 

^^  The  undersigned  regrets  that  Mr.  Preston  does  not  deem  himself 
warranted  in  recommending  to  his  Government  the  acceptance  of  the 
proposition  on  this  subject  contained  in  Mr.  Gadwalader's  note  to  him 
of  the  17th  ultimo.  That  proposition  was  believed  to  have  been  as  just 
to  the  rights  of  all  parties  as  the  circumstances,  fairly  considered,  would 
iustify.  Mr.  Preston  urges  as  a  principal  objection  that,  by  a  decree  of 
the  President  of  Hayti,  bearing  date  the  2d  of  May  la8t,  Boisrond 
Canal,  one  of  the  chief  personages  under  the  protection  of  Mr.  Bassett, 
was  declared  an  outlaw,  and  that  he  did  not  seek  refuge  with  Mr.  Bas- 
sett until  the  next  day.  The  decree  adverted  to  may,  as  Mr.  Preston 
says,  have  been  issued  pursuant  to  the  constitution  of  Hayti.  It  can 
scarcely,  however,  be  regarded  as  the  result  of  any  other  than  a  mili- 
tary trial  'y  and  this  in  the  absence  of  the  accused,  if,  indeed,  any  trial, 
even  of  that  character  took  place. 

<<  Mr.  Preston  offers,  at  the  close  of  his  note,  a  counter  proposition  as 
a  substitute  for  that  of  Mr.  Gadwalader.  It  is,  that  if  Boisrond  Canal 
and  the  other  refugees  to  be  given  up  to  the  proper  Haytian  authori- 
ties, the  Government  of  Hayti  will  commute  the  penalty  denounced  by 
the  decree  of  the  2d  May  last,  to  simple  banishment ;  and  that  the  ref- 
ugees might  then  at  once  be  embarked. 

''The  undersigned  is  not  sure  that  he  fully  understands  this  propo- 
sition of  Mr.  Preston.  If,  however,  it  be  in  substance  that  if  the  refu- 
gees be  given  up  the  Haytian  Government  will  engage  that  they  shall 
be  subjected  to  no  further  trial  or  sentence,  but  that  the  President  of 
Hayti  will  grant  them  amnesty,  and  will  allow  them  to  embark  without 
molestation,  on  a  stipulation  or  understanding  that  they  are  not  to  re- 
turn to  Hayti  without  permission,  and  that,  if  they  do  so  return,  tbey 
may  be  held  for  trial  and  punishment,  Mr.  Bassett  will  at  once  be  in- 
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8tracted  to  this  eftect.  It  is  hoped,  therefore,  that  this  interpretation 
of  Mr.  Preston's  offer  may  be  foand  correct ;  that  he  will  commend  it 
to  his  Gk)vemment ;  that  it  will  be  accepted,  and  that  this  unpleasant 
qaestion  may  thus  be  settled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  parties  withoat 
weakening  the  good  understanding  which  it  is  believed  to  be  their  in- 
terest to  maintain." 

Mr.  Hunter,  Acting  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Preston,  Sept.  10, 1875.    MSS.  Notes, 
Hayti;  For.  Rel.,  1875. 

<^  The  undersigned,  Secretary  of  State  of  the  CTnited  States,  has  the 
honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  the  note  of  Mr.  Preston,  envoy 
extraordinary  and  minister  plenipotentiary  of  the  Eepublic  of  Hayti,  of 
this  date.  It  relates  to  the  political  reiugees  who,  fbr  some  time  past, 
have  been  in  the  residence  of  Mr.  Bassett,  the  minister  resident  of  the 
United  States  at  Port  au  Prince. 

'^  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  embarrassing  question  which  has  arisen 
upon  the  subject  should  not  have  been  sooner  acyusted  to  the  mutual 
satisfaction  of  the  parties. 

^^  The  undersigned  is,  however,  under  the  impression  that  the  terms 
of  adjustment  offered  in  Mr.  Preston's  note  maybe  regarded  as  accept- 
able. Mr.  Bassett  will  be  instructed  accordingly,  and  the  Favy  De- 
partment will  be  apprised  that  at  present  there  is  no  further  occasion 
for  a  man-of-war  to  visit  Hayti." 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Preston,  Sept.  27, 1875.    MSS.  Notes^  Hayti;  For. 
Rel.,  1875. 

It  is  mutually  agreed  between  Hamilton  Fish,  Secretary  of  State,  and 
Stephen  Preston,  envoy  extraordinary  and  minister  plenipotentiary  of 
Hayti,  that  certain  political  refugees  who,  for  some  time  past,  have  had 
an  asylum  in  the  residence  of  Mr.  Bassett,  the  minister  resident  of  the 
Unit^  States  at  Port  au  Prince,  shall  receive  from  the  Haytian  Gov- 
ernment a  full  amnesty  for  all  offenses  up  to  the  time  of  their  departure 
from  the  island ;  that  Mr.  Bassett  shalt  give  them  up ;  that  they  shall 
be  placed  on  board  a  vessel  bound  to  some  other  country ;  that  on  their 
way  to  the  vessel  they  shall  be  escorted  by  a  Haytian  military  force, 
and  that  Mr.  Bassett  may  also  accompany  them  to  the  vessel.  It  is  to 
be  understood,  however,  that  the  said  refugees,  or  any  of  them,  shall  not 
return  to  Hayti  without  the  permission  of  the  Government  of  that 
Eepublic. 

HAMILTON  FISH, 

Secretary  of  State. 

STEPHEN  PRESTON, 
Envoy  Uxtraordinary  and  Minister  Plenipotentiary  W Hayti. 

Agreement  signed  September  27,1875 ;  For.  Rel.,  1875. 

^^  The  right  of  asylum,  by  which  I  now  refer  to  the  so-called  right  of 
a  political  refugee  to  iiqmunity  and  protection  within  a  foreign  lega- 
tion or  consulate,  is  believed  to  have  no  good  reason  for  its  continuance, 
to  be  mischievous  in  its  tendencies,  and  to  tend  to  political  disorder. 

'<  These  views  have  been  frequently  expressed,  and,  while  this  Gov- 
ernment is  not  able  of  itself  to  do  away  with  the  practice  in  foreign 
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coantries,  it  bas  not  failed,  on  appropriate  occasion,  to  deprecate  its 
existence  and  to  instruct  its  representatives  to  avoid  committing  tliis 
Oovemment  thereto. 

^^  Upon  a  recent  occasion,  occarring  in  the  island  of  Hayti,  where,  as 
represented  to  this  Department,  the  asylum  was  forced  upon  the  min- 
ister, the  Department  fbund  it  necessary  to  give  a  renewed  and  em- 
phatic expression  to  these  views. 

*^  Such-  being  the  case,  it  is  deemed  fortunate  that  Mr.  Oastro  was  not 
compelled  to  avail  himself  of  the  offer  you  had  made." 

Mr.  Fiah^  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  CnsbiDg,  Oct.  1,  1875.    MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 

^^  The  frequency  of  resort  in  Spain  to  the  legations  for  refuge,  and 
the  fact  mentioned  by  you  that  nobody  there  disputes  the  claim  of 
asylum,  but  that  it  has  become,  as  it  were,  the  common  law  of  the  land, 
may  be  accounted  for  by  the  prevalence  of '  conspiracy  as  a  means  of 
changing  a  cabinet  or  a  government,'  and  the  continued  tolerance  of  tlie 
usage  is  an  encouragement  of  this  tendency  to  conspiracy. 

^<  It  is  an  annoyance  and  embarrassment,  probably,  to  the  ministers 
whose  legations  are  thus  used,  but  certainly  to  the  Governments  of 
those  ministers,  and,  as  facilitating  and  encouraging  chronic  conspiracy 
and  rebellion,  it  is  wrong  to  the  Government  and  to  the  people  where 
it  is  practiced — a  wrong  to  the  people,  even  though  the  ministry  of  the 
time  may  not  remonstrate,  looking  to  the  possibility  of  finding  a  con- 
venient shelter  when  their  own  day  of  reckoning  and  of  flight  may 
come." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cusbing,  Oct.  5, 1875.    MSS.  IdhI.,  Spain. 

^<  The  right  to  grant  asylum  to  fugitives  is  one  of  the  still  open  ques- 
tions of  public  law.  The  practice,  however,  has  been  to  tolerate  the 
exercise  of  that  right,  not  only  in  American  countries  of  Spanish  origin, 
but  in  Spain  itself,  as  well  as  in  Hayti.  This  practice,  however,  bas 
never  addressed  itself  to  the  full  fav<»r  of  this  Government.  In  with- 
holding approval  of  it,  we  have  been  actuated  by  respect  for  consistency. 

^'  It  is  not  probable  that  the  practice  would  ever  be  attempted  in  this 
country,  or,  if  attempted,  could  be  tolerated,  and  the  discountenance 
which  the  United  States  extends  to  the  practice  is  upon  the  principle  of 
doing  to  others  as  we  would  they  should  do  unto  us,  so  that  when  ve 
acknowledge  the  sovereignty  of  a  foreign  state  by  concluding  treaties 
with  and  by  accrediting  diplomatic  ofGicers  to  its  Government,  we  im- 
pliedly, at  least,  acknowledge  it  as  a  political  equal,  and  we  claim  to 
extend  to  all  the  political  prerogatives  and  immunities  which  we  may 
claim  for  ourselves. 

"  We  sincerely  desire  that  it  may  be  universally  recognized  that  for- 
eign legations  shall  nowhere  be  made  a  harbor  for  persons  either  charged 
with  crimes  or  who  may  fear  that  such  a  charge  may  be  made. 

^^  Prominent  among  the  reasons  for  ol^jection  on  our  part  to  giving 
asylum  in  a  legation,  especially  in  the  Governments  to  the  south  of  us, 
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is  that  such  a  practice  obviously  tends  to  the  encouragement  of  oflFenses 
for  which  asylum  may  be  desired. 

^^  There  is  cause  to  believe  that  the  instability  of  the  Governments  in 
countries  where  the  practice  has  been  tolerated  may  in  a  great  degree 
be  imputed  to  such  toleration.  For  this  reason,  if  for'  none  other,  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  which  is  one  of  law  and  order  and  of 
constitutional  observance,  desires  to  extend  no  encouragement  to  a  prac- 
tice which  it  believes  to  be  calculated  to  promote  and  encourage  revo- 
tionary  movements  and  ambitious  plottings. 

*^  Instances,  too,  have  occurred  where  asylum,  having  been  granted 
with  impunity,  has  been  grossly  abused  to  the  defeat  of  justice,  not 
only  against  political  offenders,  but  also  against  persons  charged  with 
infamous  crimes.  Such  abuses  are  plainly  incompatible  with  the  sta- 
bility and  welfare  of  Governments,  and  of  society  itself. 

<^  Temptations  sufficient  to  lead  to  an  abuse  of  the  practice  cannot  fail 
to  abound  in  most  persons  who  may  exercise  it.  Such  temptations  are 
incident  to  human  nature,  and  in  countries  where  political  revolutions 
are  of  frequent  occurrence  one  must  be  gifted  with  uncommon  self-denial 
to  be  wholly  free  from  their  influences. 

"  It  is  believed,  however,  to  be  sound  policy  not  to  expose  a  minister 
in  a  foreign  country  to  the  embarrassments  attendant  upon  the  practice. 
Still,  this  Government  is  not,  by  itself,  and  independently  of  all  others, 
disposed  to  absolutely  prohibit  its  diplomatic  representatives  abroad 
from  granting  asylum  in  every  case  in  which  application  therefor  may 
be  made. 

"  We  do  not,  however,  withhold  from  them  our  views  of  the  practice, 
and  will  expect  that,  if  they  do  exercise  the  prerogative,  it  will  be  done 
under  their  own  responsibility  to  their  own  Government.  We  would 
prefer,  therefore,  not  formally  to  assent  to  the  propositions  contained  in 
the  memorandum  above  referred  to  without  ascertaining  the  views  of 
the  other  Governments  concerned  in  regard  to  them. 

^^  Some,  at  least,  of  those  propositions  appear  to  be  fair  enough ;  but 
as  the  circumstances  of  cases  in  which  asylum  may  be  granted  greatly 
vary,  it  would,  in  the  opinion  of  the  undersigned,  be  preferable,  until 
an  understanding  and  an  approach  to  accord  of  views  as  to  the  future 
practice  in  this  regard  can  be  had  by  the  other  powers,  that  every  such 
case  should  be  treated  according  to  its  merits,  rather  than  that  we  should 
be  fettered  in  advance  by  rules  which  may  be  found  not  to  be  practi- 
cally applicable  or  useful." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Preston,  Deo.  11,  1875.    MSS.  Notes,  Hayti ;  For. 
Re].,  1876. 

The  fact  that  a  fugitive  slave  in  Tangier  takes  refuge  in  the  house  of 
an  American  citizen  in  that  place  does  not  entitle  him  as  a  right  to 
make  any  claim  on  the  Government  of  the  United  States  for  protection. 

Mr.  Eyarts,  Sec  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mathews,  Mar.  15,'  1877.    MSS.  Inst.,  Barb.  St. 
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'^  It  is  desired  that  one  of  yoar  first  official  acts,  after  the  presenta- 
tion of  yonr  credentials  as  minister  at  Madrid,  shall  be  to  notify  the 
minister  of  state  of  His  Majesty  that  yoa  are  authorized,  on  behalf  of 
the  United  States,  to  take  part  in  a  friendly  conference  of  foreign  repre- 
sentatives which  it  is  proposed  to  hold  at  Madrid  for  the  purpose  of 
discussing  the  question  of  the  protection  extended  to  native  Moors  in 
Morocco  by  the  diplomatic  and  consular  agents  of  foreign  states  resi- 
dent in  that  country. 

^<  In  order  that  you  may  understandingly  take  part  in  that  projected 
conference,  and  appreciate  with  as  much  exactness  as  possible  the 
nature  of  the  questions  to  be  brought  up  before  it,  it  will  be  neoessaiy 
to  give  you  a  brief  r6sum6  of  the  &cts  so  far  as  they  appear  in  the  corre- 
spondence of  this  Department,  with  transcripts  of  the  pertinent  papers. 

<<  On  the  14th  of  June,  1877,  Mr.  Plunkett,  the  British  charg6  d'affiures 
in  Washington,  addressed  the  Dei>artment,  inclosing  a  printed  extract 
from  a  dispatch  from  the  British  minister  at  Tangier  to  the  E^l  of 
Derby,  with  a  memorandum  of  what  took  place  at  the  meeting  of  the 
foreign  representatives  at  the  house  of  the  Moorish  minister  for  foreign 
aftlAirs  on  the  10th  of  March,  1877.  The  dispatch  of  Sir  J.  H.  Drum- 
mond  Hay,  thus  referred  to,  contains  various  allegations  as  to  the  abuses 
which  have  grown  up  from  the  practice  of  giving  protection  to  Moorish 
subjects  by  foreign  diplomatic  and  consular  officers,  particularly  by 
exempting  them  from  the  payment  of  taxes*  It  was  therein  stated  that 
the  evil  is  a  growing  one,  ^  more  especially  on  the  part  of  those  foreign 
officers  who  represent  countries  which  have  no  trade  and  hardly  any 
residents  in  Morocco  belonging  to  their  respective  nationalities.'  The 
several  representatives  who  took  part  in  that  meeting  discussed  this 
question  and  seem  to  have  admitted  the  existence  of  the  evil  and  depre- 
cated the  practice.    •    •    • 

^^  The  matter,  however,  speedily  passed  beyond  this  stage,  and  its  next 
phase  was  a  series  of  meetings  held  at  Tangier,  by  the  foreign  repre- 
sentatives resident  there,  for  the  discussion  of  various  points  of  admin- 
istration and  foreign  intercourse,  among  them  the  question  of  irregular 
foreign  protection.  The  details  of  these  conferences  were  communicated 
to  the  Department  by  Mr.  Mathews,  in  his  No.  258,  of  November  9, 
1877,  with  full  copies  of  the  prods-verbal  of  the  meetings,  and  informa- 
tion of  these  proceedings  was  likewise  received  from  the  British  charge 
d'affaires  here,  under  date  of  October  8, 1877,  with  accompanjing  copies 
of  the  correspondence  of  Sir  J.  H.  Drummond  Hay,  and  extracts  of  the 
pertinent  portions  of  the  procisverbal.  I  have  to  refer  you  to  these  sev- 
eral papers,  herewith  transmitted  in  copy,  an  attentive  perusal  of  which 
will  acquaint  you  with  all  the  facts  in  relation  thereto  in  the  possession 
of  the  Department,  merely  citing  for  your  present  information,  in  con- 
nection with  this  instruction,  the  language  used  by  Sir  J.  H.  Drummond 
Hay  with  reference  to  the  action  of  Mr.  Mathews.    He  says : 

^<  <  The  United  States  consul-general  presented  lists  of  thirty-seven 
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persons  protected  throaghoat  the  Empire.  On  observing  that  he  pro- 
tected ten  native  Jews  as  agents  at  Tangier,  four  at  Meknas,  three  at 
Fas,  and  two  at  Alcassar,  I  said  that  it  appeared  strange  that  the 
United  States  consul  should  find  it  necessary  to  place  these  persons  on 
the  list  of  protected  natives,  when  the  trade  of  the  United  States  with 
Morocco  was  almost  nilj  whereas  Great  Britain,  which  had  twothird<« 
of  the  trade  of  the  Empire,  did  not  protect  a  single  native  at  any  one  of 
tbese  towns. 

^'  ^Colonel  Mathews  declared  that  Gid  Mohammed  Bargash  had  fie- 
quently  stated  to  him  that  he  gave  no  trouble  to  the  Moorish  Govern- 
ment by  these  protections. 

" '  1  have  to  remark  that  I  did  not  find  the  list  presented  by  the 
United  States  consul-general  to  his  colleagues  corresponded  with  that 
delivered  by  him  to  the  local  authorities.' 

<^  It  appears  from  the  reports  of  the  proceedings  then  had,  that,  al- 
though the  greater  part  of  the  demands  put  forward  by  the  Moorish 
Government  were  agreed  to,  yet  some  important  questions  were  left 
nndecided  on  account  of  the  objections  made  by  several  of  the  powers — 
France,  Italy,  Portugal,  and  Brazil. 

^'  Under  instructions  from  his  Government  the  British  minister  at  this 
capital  brought  this  circumstance  to  the  attention  of  this  Government 
on  the  4th  of  November  last,  stating  that  it  was  thought  that  a  contin- 
nauce  of  the  discussion  was  not  likely  to  further  an  agreement  upon  the 
questions  left  undecided,  and  that  unless  the  Governments  concerned 
were  disposed  to  send  positive  instructions  to  their  agents  of  a  nature 
to  satisfy  the  Moorish  Government,  the  best  prospect  of  |  solution  lay 
in  a  reference  of  the  question  to  a  commission  or  meeting  of  representa- 
tives at  some  foreign  court  in  which  the  Moorish  Government  may  be 
represented  by  a  delegate  or  delegates  deputed  for  the  purpose,  and 
suggesting  the  choice  of  Madrid  for  snch  a  meeting.  This  course  was 
represented  as  enabling,  among  other  benefits,  the  removal  of  the  dis- 
cussion from  the  hands  of  those  who  have  hitherto  conducted  it,  and 
avoiding  any  dif&culties  which  may  have  arisen  from  personal  feelings 
or  opinions,  in  which  view  I  fully  coincide. 

<<  It  now  appears  from  a  telegraphic  dispatch  yesterday  received  from 
Mr.  Reed,  that  the  Spanish  Government  has  taken  the  initiative  in 
bringing  about  the  conference  suggested,  and  looks  to  the  proper  repre- 
sentation of  this  Government  thereat. 

^<It  is,  in  many  respects,  desirable  that  we  should  be  competently 
represented  at  such  a  conference,  and  yon  have  accordingly  been  desig- 
nated for  the  purpose.    •    •    • 

<*It  is  sincerely  hoped  that  the  anticipation  of  Lord  Salisbury,  con- 
veyed in  Sir  Edward  Thornton's  note  of  November  4, 1879,  may  be  well 
founded,  and  that  the  discussion  may  proceed  without  any  of  the  per- 
sonal feeling  which  seems  unhappily  to  have  characterized  its  progress 
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at  Tangier  hitherto.  In  principle,  this  Government  is  cordially  id 
favor  of  the  adoption  by  common  consent  of  an  eqaitable  rule  which 
may  do  away  with  the  excessive  and  iDjnrions  exercise  of  the  preroga- 
tive of  foreign  protection  of  natives  which  has  grown  np  ander  the 
shadow  of  treaty  stipulations  and  native  usage,  and  which  is  repre- 
sented as  burdensome  to  the  Moorish  exchequer  and  unjust  to  its  Qov- 
ernment,  but  in  reaching  a  due  settlement  regard  must  be  had  to  the 
proper  maintenance  and  security  of  consular  establishments  in  thai 
country  and  the  necessary  employment  of  natives  as  guards,  interpre- 
ters, and  servants,  and  in  such  capacities  as  may  be  essential  to  the 
proi>er  representation  and  protection  of  foreign  commercial  interests. 
This  Ooverument  could  not,  however,  see  with  complacent  indiffer- 
ence any  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  proposed  conference  looking 
to  an  investigation  of  the  past  conduct  of  foreign  representatives  at 
Tangier,  and  sitting  in  ex  parte  judgment  on  their  motives  and  moral- 
ity.   •    •    • 

^^You  will  make  full  and  prompt  report  to  the  Department  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  conference,  transmitting  the  proode-verbaly  and 
seeking,  in  your  dispatches  thereon,  to  elucidate  for  the  better  infor- 
mation of  the  Department,  the  points  which  may  arise  in  the  discus- 
sion. 

^^It  is  not  understood  from  the  invitation  of  the  Spanish  Grovemment 
whether  a  formal  full  power  will  be  needed  by  you.  One  is,  howev^, 
transmitted  herewith,  in  case  you  should  find  that  your  colleagues  are 
required  to  present  other  credentials  than  those  of  their  respective 
ofllces."  • 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Bir.  Fairohild,  Mar.  12,  1880.    MSS.  Inst.,  Spain; 
For.  Bel.,  1880. 

<<The  views  of  this  Government  as  to  the  right  of  asylum  have  long 
been  well  known.  You  will  find  them  in  the  correspondence  of  this 
Department  with  your  predecessor,  Mr.  Bassett.  This  Oovemment  is 
well  aware  that  the  practice  of  extraterritorial  asylum  in  Hayti  has 
become  so  deeply  established  as  to  be  practically  recognized  by  what- 
ever Government  may  be  in  power,  even  to  respecting  the  premises  of 
a  consulate,  as  well  as  a  legation.  This  Government  does  not  sanction 
the  usage,  and  enjoins  upon  its  representatives  in  Hayti  the  avoidance 
of  all  pretexts  for  its  exercise.  While  indisposed  from  obvious  motives 
of  common  humanity  to  direct  its  agents  to  deny  temporary  shelter  to 
any  unfortunates  threatened  with  mob  violence,  it  is  proper  to  instruct 
them  that  it  will  not  countenance  them  in  any  attempt  to  knowingly 
harbor  offenders  against  the  laws  from  the  pursuit  of  the  legitimate 
agents  of  justice." 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Langston,  Deo.  15, 1883.    M88.  Inst., 
Hayti. 
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"  It  appears  that  the  correspondence  between  yourself  aijd  the  Colom- 
bian foreign  office  arose  from  the  refusal  of  a  certain  Senor  IJribe,  a 
wealthy  Golombian  citizen,  to  pay  his  war  contributions,  which  led  to 
an  order  for  his  arrest,  and  then  to  his  being  rescued  and  concealed  by 
the  minister  of  the  Argentine  Kepnblic  under  the  assumed  right  of  asy- 
lum of  his  legation.  This  right  the  Golombian  authorities  appear  to 
have  respected ;  but  the  minister  of  foreign  aflEairs  addressed  a  circular 
note,  a  copy  of  which  you  inclose,  to  the  representatives  of  foreign 
powers,  protesting  against  the  right  of  asylum  of  foreign  legations  for 
the  enemies  of  the  Kepublic,  and  intimating  that,  in  spite  of  past  tol- 
eration of  it,  the  Government  might  feel  itself  under  the  necessity  of 
claiming  the  surrender  of  individuals  who  had  taken  reAige  in  the  resi- 
dences of  ministers,  and  ^  of  whom  the  legitimate  authority  may  for  any 
motive  whatever  be  in  search.' 

<^  In  reply  to  this  you  inform  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  as  you 
state,  ^  upon  your  own  responsibility  before  having  had  the  opportunity 
to  refer  it  to  your  Government,'  that  a  public  minister  <  is  entitled  to 
all  the  privileges  annexed  by  the  law  of  nations  to  his  public  character, 
and  among  these  entire  and  absolute  exemption  from  local  jurisdiction; 
also  that  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  over  those  attached  to  his  lega- 
tion rests  with  the  minister  exclusively,  to  be  exercised  by  him  accord- 
ing to  the  laws,  regulations,  and  instructions  of  his  own  Government, 
and  above  all  that  his  house  cannot  be  invaded  by  order  of  either  the 
civil  or  military  authorities  of  the  local  Government,  no  matter  how 
apparent  the  necessity  therefor.' 

'<  These  remarks  at  any  time  would  require  to  be  materially  qualified, 
and  you  will  see  by  the  inclosed  extract  from  the  new  diplomatic  instruc- 
tions, a  complete  copy  of  which  will  soon  be  sent  you,  what  the  views 
of  this  Department  are  as  regards  the  so-called  extraterritorial  ques 
tions  for  the  guidance  of  our  diplomatic  representatives  abroad.  It  is 
generally  safer  when  a  minister  receives  such  a  communication  as 
Seiior  Bestrepo  addressed  to  you  not  to  make  it  the  occasion  of  argu- 
ments or  of  statements  which  might  be  construed  as  committing  the 
Government,  but  to  acknowledge  it  and  refer  it  home  for  instructions. 
^^  As  regards  the  right  of  asylum,  which  was  the  immediate  occasion 
of  the  correspondence  in  question,  the  new  instructions  do  not  permit 
it  for  persons  outside  of  the  agent's  diplomatic  or  personal  household. 
^*  The  works  on  international  law  do  not  sustain  the  unqualified  right 
of  asylum,  and  the  Spanish  law  forbids  it  altogether.  There  are  sev- 
eral cases  cited  in  the  law  books  where  the  necessity  of  claiming  the 
surrender  of  individuals  who  have  taken  refuge  in  a  minister's  resi- 
dence has  been  enforced  and  admitted  by  other  nations. 

^^  In  1726  the  Duke  of  Bipperda,  minister  of  Philip  II,  took  refuge  in 
the  hotel  of  the  British  embassador  at  Madrid,  but  under  the  opinion  of 
the  council  of  Gastile  was  taken  by  force  from  the  embassador's  hotel, 
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aod  Great  Britain  did  not  claim  the  right  of  her  embassador  to  retaiD 
the  refugee.'^  * 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Scraggs,  June  16, 1885.    M6S.  Inst.,  Colombia; 
For.  Rel.,  1885. 

^^  The  Government  of  the  United  States  does  not  claim  for  its  lega- 
tions abroad  any  extraterritorial  privileges  of  asylnm,  and  consequently 
makes  no  such  claim  in  respect  of  consalar  offices  or  private  residences 
of  American  citizens,  or  American  merchant  vessels  in  port.  If,  as  a 
custom,  in  any  country,  the  practice  of  asylum  prevails,  and  is  tacitly 
or  explicitly  recognized  by  the  local  authorities  in  resx)ect  of  legations, 
consulates,  private  dwellings,  or  vessels  of  another  nationality,  tiie 
exercise  of  the  consuetudinary  privilege  by  Americans  eonld  not  be 
deemed  exceptional,  and  if,  under  any  circumstances,  refugees  find  tlieir 
way  to  places  of  shelter  under  the  American  flag,  or  in  the  domieil  of 
American  citizens,  we  should  certainly  expect  such  privileges  as  would 
be  accorded  were  the  like  shelter  under  the  flag  or  domieil  of  another 
power.  But  we  claim  no  right  or  privilege  of  asylum ;  on  the  contrary, 
we  discountenance  it,  especially  when  it  may  tend  to  obstruct  the  direct 
oi>eration  of  law  and  justice." 

Bir.  Bayard,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Thompson,  Nov.  7,  1885.    MSS.  Inst.,  HaytL 

"  This  privilege  (of  asylum,  see  supray  §§  90-96),  however,  does  not 
embrace  the  right  of  asylum  for  persons  outside  of  the  agent's  diplo- 
matic or  personal  household. 

'<  In  some  countries,  where  frequent  insurrections  occur  and  conse- 
quent instability  of  government  exists,  the  practice  of  extraterritorial 
asylum  has  become  so  firmly  established,  that  it  is  often  invoked  by  un- 
successful insurgents,  and  is  practically  recognized  by  the  local  Govero- 
ment  to  the  extent  even  of  respecting  the  premises  of  a  consalate  in 
which  such  fugitives  may  take  refuge.  This  Government  does  not 
sanction  the  usage,  and  enjoins  upon  its  representatives  in  such  conn- 
tries  the  avoidance  of  all  pretexts  for  its  exercise.  While  indisposed 
to  direct  its  agents  to  deny  temporary  shelter  to  any  person  whose 
life  may  be  threatened  by  mob  violence,  it  deems  it  proper  to  InStmct 
its  representatives  that  it  will  not  countenance  them  in  any  attempt  to 
knowingly  harbor  oflenders  against  the  laws  from  the  pursuit  of  the 
legitimate  agents  -of  justice. 

*'  The  liberty  of  worship  is  very  generally  conceded  to  foreign  lega- 
tions in  countries  which  maintain  a  religious  establishment  different 
from  that  of  the  diplomatic  agent's  country.  If  any  diplomatic  agent 
should  assert  the  right  of  worship,  within  his  legation,  for  himself  and 
those  of  his  fellow-countrymen  who  profess  the  same  faith  as  he  does,  he 
would  be  upheld,  within  the  limits  of  the  like  privilege  conceded  in  the 
country  of  his  sojourn  to  other  foreign  legations. 

^^  The  powers  and  duties  of  diplomatic  officers  in  regard  to  their 
fellow-citizens  depend  in  a  great  measure  upon  the  municipal  law  of  the 
United  States.  No  civil  jurisdiction  can  be  exercised  by  them  over  their 
countrymen  without  express  authority  of  law,  or  treaty  stipulatioii 
with  the  state  in  which  they  reside,  and  no  criminal  jurisdiction  is  per- 
mitted to  them  in  Christian  states.  They  are  particularly  caationed 
not  to  enter  into  any  contentions  that  can  be  avoided,  either  with  tiieir 
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coantrymen  or  with  the  subjects  or  authorities  of  the  country.  They 
should  use  every  endeavor  to  settle  in  an  amicable  manner  all  disputes 
in  which  their  countrymen  may  be  concerned,  but  they  should  take  no 
part  in  litigation  between  citizens.  They  should  countenance  and  pro- 
tect them  before  the  authorities  of  the  country  in  all  cases  in  which  they 
may  be  injured  or  oppressed,  but  their  efforts  should  not  be  extended  to 
those  who  have  been  willfully  guilty  of  an  infraction  of  the  local  laws. 
It  is  their  duty  to  endeavor,  on  all  occasions,  to  maintain  and  promote 
all  rightful  interests,  and  to  protect  all  privileges  that  are  provided  for 
by  treaty  or  are  conceded  by  usage.  If  representations  made  to  the 
aathorities  of  the  country  fail  to  secure  proper  redress,  the  case  should 
be  reported  to  the  Department  of  State."  - 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

The  house  of  a  foreign  minister  cannot  be  made  an  asylum  for 
a  guilty  citizen,  nor,  it  is  apprehended,  a  prison  for  an  innocent  one. 
And,  though  it  be  exempt  from  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  country, 
yet,  in  such  cases,  recourse  would  be  had  to  the  interposition  of  the 
extraordinary  power  of  the  state. 

1  Op.,  47  Bradford,  1794. 

As  to  privileges  of  minister's  home,  see  tiipraf  $  96. 

The  general  approval  by  the  South  American  Governments,  and  by 
those  of  San  Domingo  and  of  Hayti,  of  the  asylum  given  by  foreign 
connnls  and  diplomatic  agents  to  heads  of  governments  suddenly  de^ 
posed  by  mobs,  may  be  explained  on  the  ground  that  otherwise  the 
lives  of  experienced  statesmen  would  be  so  precarious  in  those  coun- ' 
tries  as  to  expose  government  permanency  to  risks  even  greater  than 
those  to  which  it  is  there  at  present  exposed. 

XXIX.  MdY  EXTEND  PBOTECTION  TO  CITIZENS  OF  FRIENDLY  COUN- 

TRIES. 

§  106. 

The  authority  given  by  this  Government  to  its  diplomatic  and  con- 
sular agencies  to  extend  protection  to  Swiss  citizens  in  places  where 
there  is  no  Swiss  consul,  leaves  the  extension  of  such  protection  a  mat- 
ter of  discretion  in  the  officer  appealed  to. 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cnbisol,  Jnne  27, 1876.    MSS.  Inst.,  Barb.  Powers. 
See  Bir.  Fish  to  Mr.  Heap,  Oct.  12, 1877,  ibid. ;  Dec.  11,  1877,  ibid. 

'<  In  cases  of  revolution  the  duties  of  a  minister  are  not  confined  to 
the  protection  of  his  own  countrymen,  but  extend  to  the  citizens  and 
subjects  of  all  friendly  nations  left  by  the  political  events  without  a 
representative.  The  government  of  Miramon  having,  in  1859,  revoked 
the  exequatur  of  the  American  consul  at  Mexico,  because  the  United 
States  had  recognized  President  Juarez,  he  asked  the  interposition 
of  the  British  minister  for  protection  from  the  de  facto  authorities  for 
the  persons  and  property  of  Americans.  This  protection  having  been 
withheld,  Mr,  Cass,  in  instructing  Mr.  Dallas,  May  12,  1859,  to  bring 
to  tbe  notice  of  the  British  Government  the  course  of  its  minister,  says: 
<Iq  count'ri^  iq  2^  st^te  of  revoliition  {^n(}  during  periods  of  public  ex« 
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citement  it  is  the  practice  of  modern  times  for  the  foreign  represenU- 
tives  residing  there  to  interpose  by  the  exertion  of  their  inflaencefor 
the  protection  of  the  citizens  of  friendly  powers  exposed  to  injury  and 
danger,  and  left  without  any  minister  of  their  own  country  to  watch  oyer 
them.  The  President  would  not  hesitate  to  visit  with  marks  of  his  dis- 
pleasure any  American  minister  who  should  have  it  in  his  power  to  af- 
ford protection  to  the  persons  or  property  of  citizens  of  a  friendly  uaticm 
placed  in  peril  by  revolutionary  commotions,  and  having  no  national 
representative  to  appeal  to,  should  he  fail  to  exert  his  influence  in  their 
behalf:' " 

Lawrence*8  Wheaton  (ed.  1863),  373,  374. 

^'  Soon  after  the  existing  war  broke  out  in  Europe,  the  protection  of 
the  United  States  minister  in  Paris  was  invoked  In  favor  of  North  Ger- 
mans domiciled  in  French  territory.  Instructions  were  issued  to  grant 
the  protection.  This  has  been  followed  by  an  extension  of  ^.merican 
protection  to  citizens  of  Saxony,  Hesse,  and  Saxe-Cobnrg,  Grotha,  Co- 
lombia, Portugal,  Uruguay,  the  Dominican  Eepublic,  Ecuador,  Chili, 
Paraguay,  and  Venezuela,  in  Paris.  The  charge  was  an  onerous  one, 
requiring  constant  and  severe  labor,  as  well  as  the  exercise  of  patience, 
prudence,  and  good  judgment.  It  has  been  performed  to  the  entire 
satisfaction  of  this  Government,  and,  as  I  am  officially  informed,  equally 
so  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Government  of  North  Germany." 

President  Grant,  Second  Annual  Message.     1870. 

For  details  of  aid  rendered  through  Mr.  Washbume,  ministerof  the  United  States 
in  Paris,  to  Germans  in  Paris  in  Augnst,  1870,  see  Mr.  Waahbame  to  Mr.  ¥iA, 
Aug.  15  and  Aug.  2*2,  1870,  and  other  papers  forwarded  with  President 
Hayes'  message  of  Feb.  6,  1878. 

<^  I  was  glad  to  know  that  the  Department  coincided  with  Mr.  Ban- 
croft and  myself  in  the  opinion  that  all  these  expenses  (those  for 
the  relief  of  Germans  in  Paris  dnring  the  siege)  should  be  paid  by  the 
United  States.  It  would  certainly  have  been  unworthy  of  a- great  Gov- 
ernment like  ours  to  permit  itself  to  be  paid  for  hospitalities  extended 
to  the  subjects  of  other  nations  for  whom  our  protection  had  been 
soughf 

Bir.  Washbume,  minister  at  Paris,  to  Mr.  Fish,  Nov.  18,  1870.  MSS.  Diapatcbei, 
France.   Documents  attached  to  President  Hayes'  message  of  Feb.  6, 1878. 

"You  are  aware  that  Monseigneur  Darboy,  the  archbishop  of  Paris, 
was  seized  some  time  since,  by  order  of  the  Commune,  and  thrast  into 
prison  to  be  held  as  a  hostage.  Such  treatment  of  that  most  devout 
and  excellent  man  could  have  but  created  a  great  sensation,  particularly 
in  the  Catholic  world.  On  Thursday  night  last  I  received  a  letter  from 
Monseigneur  Chigi,  archbishop  of  Myre  and  apostolic  nuncio  of  the 
Holy  See,  and  also  a  communication  from  Mr.  Louoner,  canon  of  the 
diocese  of  Paris ;  Mr.  Lagarde,  the  vicar-general  of  Paris,  and  Messn. 
Bourset  and  AUain,  canons  and  members  of  the  metropolitan  chapter 
of  the  church  of  Paris,  all  making  a  strong  appeal  to  me,  in  the  name 
of  the  right  of  nations,  humanity,  and  sympathy,  to  interpose  my  good 
offices  in  behalf  of  the  imprisoned  archbishop.  I  have  thought  that  I 
should  have  been  only  conforming  to  what  I  believed  to  be  the  policy 
of  our  government,  and  carrying  out  what  I  copceiv^  to  be  vouy  wishes 
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ander  the  circumstances,  by  complyiiig  with  the  request  of  the  gentle- 
men who  have  addressed  me.  I,  therefore,  early  this  morning  put  my- 
self in  communication  with  General  Cluseret,  who  seems,  at  thB  present 
time,  to  be  the  directing  man  in  affairs  here.  I  told  him  that  I  applied 
to  him  not  in  my  diplomatic  capacity,  but  simply  in  the  interest  of  good 
feeling  and  humanity,  to  see  if  it  were  not  possible  to  have  the  arch- 
bishop relieved  from  arrest  and  confinement.  He  answered  that  it  was 
not  a  matter  within  his  jurisdiction,  and  however  much  he  would  like  to 
see  tlie  archbishop  released,  he  thought,  in  consideration  of  the  state  of 
affairs,  it  would  be  impossible.  He  said  that  he  was  not  arrested  for 
crime,  but  simply  to  be  held  as  a  hostage,  as  many  others  had  been. 
Under  the  existing  circumstances  lie  thought  it  would  be  useless  to  take 
any  steps  in  that  direction.  I,  myself,  thought  the  Commune  would  not 
dare,  in  the  present  excited  state  of  public  feeling  in  Paris,  to  release  the 
archbishop.  I  told  General  Cluseret,  however,  that  I  must  see  him  to 
ascertain  his  real  situation,  the  condition  of  his  health,  and  whether  he 
was  in  want  of  anything.  He  said  there  would  be  no  objection  to  that, 
and  he  immediately  went  with  me,  in  person,  to  see  theprocnreur  of  the 
Commune;  and  ui)on  his  application  I  received  from  the  prefect  a  per- 
mission to  visit  the  archbishop  freely  at  any  time.  In  company  with  my 
private  secretary,  Mr.  McKean,  I  then  went  to  the  Mazas  prison,  where  I 
was  admitted  without  difficulty,  and  being  ushered  into  one  of  the  vacant 
cells  the  archbishop  was  very  soon  brought  in.  I  must  say  that  I  was 
deeply  touched  at  the  appearance  of  this  venerable  man.  With  his 
slender  x>6rson,  his  form  somewhat  bent,  his  long  beard,  for  he  has  not 
been  shaved  apparently  since  his  confinement,  his  face  hagg^.rd  with 
ill-health,  all  could  not  have  failed  to  have  moved  the  most  indifferent. 
I  told  him  I  had  taken  great  pleasure,  at  the  instance  of  his  friends,  in 
intervening  on  his  behalf,  and  while  I  could  not  promise  myself  the 
satisfaction  of  seeing  him  released,  I  was  very  glad  to  be  able  to  visit 
him  to  ascertain  his  wants,  and  to  assuage  the  cruel  position  in  which 
he  found  himself.  He  thanked  me  most  neartily  and  cordially  for  the 
disposition  I  had  manifested  toward  him.  I  was  charmed  by  his  cheer- 
ful spirit  and  his  interesting  conversation.  He  seemed  to  appreciate 
his  critical  situation,  and  to  he  prepared  for  the  worst.  He  had  no  word 
of  bitterness  or  reproach  for  his  persecutors,  but  on  the  other  hand  re- 
marked that  the  world  judged  them  to  be  worse  than  they  really  were. 
He  was  patiently  awaiting  the  logic  of  events  and  praying  that  Provi- 
dence nnght  find  a  solution  to  these  terrible  troubles  without  the  further 
shedding  of  human  blood." 

Mr.  Washburne,  minister  at  Paris,  to  Mr.  Fish,  Apr.  23, 1871.    MSS.  Dispatches, 
France.    Doc.  accompanying  President  Hayes'  message  of  Feb.  6, 1878. 

^<  He  was  taken  from  this  cell  a  little  before  8  o'clock  on  Wednesday 
evening,  the  24th  ultimo.  The  cur6  of  the  Madeleine,  the  Abb^  De- 
guerry,  the  Senator  Bonjeau,  and  three  other  distinguished  hostages 
were  taken  from  their  cells  in  the  same  prison  at  the  same  time,  into 
the  court  of  the  building,  and  all  were  placed  against  the  wall,  which 
incloses  the  somber  edifice  of  La  Boquette.  The  archbishop  was  placed 
at  the  head  of  the  line,  and  the  fiends  who  murdered  him  with  their 
knives  had  scratched  a  cross  upon  a  stone  in  the  wall  at  the  very  place 
where  his  head  must  have  touched  at  the  moment  when  the  fatal  shots 
were  fired.  He  did  not  fall  at  the  first  volley,  but  stood  erect,  calm, 
and  immovable.  Before  the  other  discharges  came  which  launched  him 
into  eternity  he  crossed  himself  three  times  upon  his  forehead.    The 
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Other  victims  fell  together.  The  marks  of  the  ballets,  made  upon  the 
wall  as  they  passed  through  their  bodies,  were  distinctly  visible.  The 
archbishop's  body  was  afterward  mutilated,  his  abdomen  being  cut 
open.  All  the  bodies  were  then  put  into  a  cart  and  removed  to  Fhre  la 
Chaise,  which  is  but  a  few  squares  off,  where  they  were  thrown  into 
the  common  ditch,  from  which  they  were  happily  rescued  before  deeom- 
position  had  entirely  taken  place.  Eeturning  from  La  Koqaette,  I 
came  by  the  * Archevich^,'  where  the  body  of  the  archbishop  was  lying 
id  state.  He  was  so  changed  that  I  should  scarcely  hare  known  bim. 
Thousands  and  thousands  of  the  people  of  Paris  were  passing  through 
the  palace  to  look  for  the  last  time  upon  him  who  was  so  endeared  to 
them  by  his  benevoleut  acts,  his  kindly  disposition,  and  his  love  of  the 
poor  and  the  lowly.  In  all  of  the  six  or  seven  interviews  I  had  witii 
the  archbishop  in  the  prison,  except  the  last,  I  always  found  him  cheer- 
ful, and  sometimes  even  gay,  and  never  uttering  one  word  of  complaint 
No  man  could  be  with  him  without  being  captivated  by  his  cheerful 
and  Christian  spirit  and  enlightened  conversation.  The  archbishop 
was  learned,  accomplished,  and  eloquent,  and  was  a  most  liberal  man 
in  bis  religious  and  political  sentiments.  He  met  his  fate  with  the  firm- 
ness of  a  Christian  martyr,  and  all  generous  hearts  will  join  in  a  tribute 
of  mourning." 

Same  to  same,  May  31, 1871 ;  ibid. 

That  a  oonsnl  oaaiiot  ase  his  position  to  become  a  means  of  commimication 
with  an  enemy  of  the  country  to  which  he  is  aooredited,  see  infra,  $  119. 

XXX.  AVOIDANCE  OF  POLITICAL  INTERFERENCE  ENJOINED. 

§106. 

The  alleged  course  of  JIdr.  Grouverneur  Morris,  when  in  France,  in 
rendering  advice  and  support  to  the  reactionary  party,  was  the  cause 
of  much  embarrassment  to  President  Washington. 

'^  He  [the  President]  said  he  considered  the  extracts  from  Temant 
very  serious,  in  short,  as  decisive ;  that  he  saw  that  Oouvemeur  Morris 
could  no  longer  be  continued  there  consistent  with  the  public  good ; 
that  the  moment  was  critical  in  our  favor,  and  ought  not  to  be  lost ; 
that  he  was  extremely  at  a  loss  what  arrangement  to  make.  I  asked 
him  whether  Oouvemeur  Morris  and  Pinckney  might  not  change  places. 
He  said  that  would  be  a  sort  of  remedy,  but  not  a  radical  one.  That  if 
the  French  ministry  conceived  Oouvemeur  Morris  to  be  hostile  to  them ; 
if  they  would  be  jealous  merely  on  liis  proposing  to  visit  London,  they 
would  never  be  satisfied  with  us  at  placing  him  at  London  permanently." 

Conyersatlon  between  Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  and  President  Washington, 
Feb.  20, 1793.  2  Randall's  Life  of  Jefferson,  116.  See  farther,  for  oriticisms 
on  Morris's  course,  1  John  Adams'  Works,  500;  Z  ibid,,  219,  SsiO;  9  ibid.  307. 

As  to  embarrassments  arising  fh>m  Mr.  Gonyemeur  Mores'  active  participation 
when  abroad  in  European  polities,  see  Mr.  Yanghan,  in  Monroe  MSS.,  Mem. 
of  1826.  MSS.  Dept.  of  State. 

For  Gonremeur  Morria^  correspondence  in  Paris,  in  1792-''93,  see  1  Am.  St.  Pap. 
(For.  Rel.),  312,  329. 

Mr.  Monroe's  course  as  minister  to  Paris  in  1794  was  severely  criti- 
cii^ed  at  the  time  by  the  Federalists  on  the  ground  that  it  was  anduly 
conciliatory  to  France.  See,  as  to  Mr.  Monroe's  course  in  other  respects, 
infraj  §§  107,  150b }  supra^  §  85.  We  must  remember,  however,  that 
Mr.  Monroe's  instructions,  which  were  drawn  by  Mr.  Randolph,  as  Sec- 
retary of  State,  required  nim  to  take  every  step  to  (sonoiUate  thi^  jpevih 
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lutionary  aathorities  ^bo  were  at  the  time  the  de  facto  GovernmeDt  of 
Frauoe,  and  that  his  generous  Sympathies  with  that  movement  were 
well  known  at  the  time  of  his  appointment.  In  no  point  in  this  respect 
did  Mr.  Monroe  outstep  Lafayette ;  and  of  Lafayette's  course  General 
Washington  wrote  letter  Jifter  letter  of  approval.  General  Washington 
at  that  period  of  his  administration  sought  to  balance  parties  among 
his  diplomatic  agents  in  the  same  way  that  he  sought  to  balance  par- 
ties in  his  Cabinet.  Such  being  the  case,  nothing  was  more  natural 
than  that  he  should  have  sent  to  France  Mr.  Monroe,  whose  attach- 
ment to  Lafayette  and  to  the  new  movements  in  France,  was  well 
known,  while  Mr.  Jay,  whose  French  Huguenot  descent  gave  him  a 
peculiar  dislike  to  France,  while  his  conservatism  led  him  to  cling  with 
reverence  to  the  English  constitution,  was  sent  to  England.  It  should 
also  be  remembered  that,  as  the  records  of  the  Department  show,  Mr. 
Pickering,  who  succeeded  Mr.  Eandul[>h  jis  Secretary,  left  Mr.  Monroe, 
during  the  most  critical  period  of  his  mission,  without  instructions.  It 
was  natural  that  Mr.  Monroe  should  have  felt  that  he  was  thus  left  to  his 
own  judgment;  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  his  judgment,  affected  as  it 
naturally  was  by  his  enthusiastic  belief  that  the  French  revolutionary 
movement  tended  not  merely  to  liberty  but  to  safe  government,  was  that 
he  should  return  with  ardor  the  ardent  welcome  with  which  he  was  re- 
ceived. Nor  even  in  his  address  to  the  French  convention,  which  was 
at  the  time  so  much  blamed  for  the  exuberant  friendliness  with  which 
it  abounded,  do  we  find  anything  in  the  way  of  conciliation  that  had 
not  the  example  of  General  Washington  {supra,  §  47a),  and  has  not 
been  at  least  equaled  by  our  ministers  in  England  in  more  recent  days. 
Nor  can  Mr.  Monrce  be  justly  charged  with  any  deep-seated  prejudices 
against  England  which  disabled  him  from  acting  fairly'  ns  a  negotiator 
with  France.  Not  more  than  six  years  after  his  mission  to  France-he 
was  sent  by  Mr.  Jefferson  to  negotiate,  in  connection  with  Mr.  Pinkney, 
a  treaty  with  England ;  and  the  treaty  which  they  agreed  on  was  held 
back  from  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Jefferson  on  the  ground  that  the  concessions 
it  made  were  too  liberal.  {Irifra^  §§  107, 1506.)  Even  after  the  war  of 
1812,  when  the  burning  of  Washington  by  the  British  was,  to  say  the 
least,  not  calculated  to  increase  the  kindly  feelings  of  Mr.  Madison's 
Gabinet  to  Great  Britain,  we  find  Mr.  Monroe,  as  Secretary  of  State,  and 
afterwards  as  President,  pursuing  towards  Great  Britain  a  course  whose  * 
moderation  and  courtesy  no  one  questioned;  and,  as  appears  by  his  pa- 
pers on  file  in  the  Department  of  State,  he  was  can  ful  to  insist  on  exam- 
ining the  documents  sent  to  England  by  Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  as  Secretary  of 
State,  for  the  purpose  of  striking  from  tbem  acerbities  in  which  Mr. 
Adams  was  supposed  to  have  a  tendency  to  indulge  in  thatparticular cor- 
respondence. It  would  be  difficult,  taking  Mr.  Monroe's  whole  history  in 
consideration,  to  fasten  on  anything  in  his  conduct  in  Paris  in  1794  which 
is  inconsistent  with  his  duties  as  the  minister  of  a  neutral  power. 

Mr.  Monroe's  address  to  the  French  Directory  on  Dec.  30,  179(3,  ou  presenting 
his  letter  of  recall,  with  the  reply  of  the  Directory,  are  given  in  full  in 
1  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Rel.)*  747,  and  is  noticed  supra,  $  85. 

Mr.  Monroe's  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  of  Sept.  10,  1795,  in  reply  to  the 
censares  of  his  course  hy  the  Department,  is  givcjn  in  full  in  1  Am.  St. 
Pap.  (For.  Rel.).  742. 

As  to  the  emharras9ment«  of  the  mission  of  the  United  States  in  France  in 
1798,  consequent  on  the  attempts  of  Talleyrand  to  discriminate  between  the 
ministers  on  the  basis  of  their  party  relations,  see  2  Life  of  Gerry,  190,^. 
Infra,  $  14^,  ff. 

As  to  Genet's  interference  in  politics,  see  supra.  $$  79,  84. 
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In  1804  Yrujo,  minister  from  Spain,  was  chai'ged  with  tbe  attempt  to 
purchase  the  insertion  in  a  newspaper  in  Philadelphia  of  an  article  de- 
fending tbe  position  of  Spain  and  criticising  the  administratiou.  He 
replied  that  such  an  act  was  not  uuusaal  in  diplomacy,  that  there  was 
no  attempt  to  interfere  with  the  domestic  affairs  of  the  United  States, 
that  it  was  simply  issuing  a  document  expository  of  the  views  of  his 
Government.  This  not  being  regarded  as  an  adequate  deiense,  keep- 
ing the  character  of  the  article  in  view,  his  recall  was  asked  for.  Ynijo, 
however,  declined  to  leave  bis  post,  and  used  offensive  language 
towards  the  United  States.  (See  tsupra^  §  84.)  Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  upon 
this  action,  introduced  into  the  Senate  a  bifl  giving  tbe  President  au- 
thority to  order  foreign  ministers  to  leave  tbe  country  at  his  discretion ; 
a  measure,  however,  which  was  not  pressed  to  a  vote. 

Ex[)lanationsof  the  request  for  Yrujo's  recall,  based  on  his  interference 
with  politics  in  Philadelphia,  as  well  as  bis  insulting  tone  to  the  Gov- 
ernment, are  found  in  instructions  by  Mr.  Madison  to  Mr.  Pinckney  of 
April  10,  1«04,  and  by  Mr.  Madison  to  Mr.  Monroe  of  May  23,  1805. 
On  January  20,  1807,  Mr.  Madison  informed  Mr.  Erving  that  unless 
Yrujo  should  leave  the  country  extreme  measures  would  be  necessary 
to  remove  him ;  and  a  statement  was  inclosed  (which,  however,  cannot 
now  be  found)  giving  the  details  of  his  misconduct.  On  May  1«  1807, 
Mr.  Madison  informed  Mr.  Erving  that  Yrujo  had  announced  his  de- 
parture, but  had  made  no  preparations  to  leave;  and  on  October  IS, 
1807,  his  continued  stay,  with  its  incidents  of  annoyance  to  the  admin- 
istration, is  announced  by  Mr.  Madison  to  Mr.  Erving,  though  it  is 
mentioned  that  Foronda  was  then  received  as  charge  d'affaires.  No 
note  of  Yrujo  later  than  February  6, 1806,  is  on  file  in  the  Depart- 
ment.   (As  to  Yrujo,  see  liirther  §§  84,  94,  107.) 

As  to  Cobbett's  attack  on  Yrujo  see  Whart.  St.  Tr.,  322. 

^^  There  is  reason  to  believe  that  Yrujo  (the  Spanish  minister)  has 
worked  against  us  with  all  his  might,  seeking  to  advance  himself  by 
flattering  the  prejudices  of  his  Government,  instead  of  consulting  its 
obligations  or  its  true  interest.  He  behaved  so  badly  as  to  require  the 
recall  signified  in  my  public  letter.  (Charles)  Pinckney's  recall  has  been 
'askad  by  the  Spanish  Government,  and  a  letter  of  leave  goes  to  him." 

Mr.  Madison,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Monroe  (confidential),  Nov.  9, 1804.  2  Madi- 
son's Writings,  209. 

The  intercepted  letter  of  Mr.  On  is,  Spanish  minister,  on  political  parties  in 
tbe  United  States,  dated  Jan.,  1811,  is  given  in  3  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Rel.),  404. 

Mr.  Van  Buren's  message  of  Feb.,  1838,  containing  a  translation  of  a  pamphlet 
published  in  Spanish  by  Mr.  Gk>rostiza,  previously  minister  from  Mexico 
to  the  United  States,  before  his  departure  from  the  United  States,  with  cor- 
respondence relative  thereto,  is  given  in  House  Ex.  Doc.  No.  190, 25th  Cong., 
2d  sess. 

<'  The  plain  daty  of  the  diplomatic  agents  of  the  United  States  is 
scrupulously  to  abstain  from  interfering  in  the  domestic  politics  of  the 
countries  where  they  reside.  This  duty  is  specially  incambent  on  those 
who  are  accredited  to  Governments  mutable  in  form  and  in  the  i)ersons 
by  whom  they  are  administered.  By  taking  any  open  part  in  tlie 
domestic  affairs  of  such  a  foreign  country  they  must^  sooner  or  later, 
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render  themselves  obnoxious  to  the  Execative  authority,  which  cannot 
fail  to  impair  their  usefulness.'' 

Mr.  Buchanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Shields,  Aug.  7,  1848.    MSS.  Inst.jVenez. 

The  duty  of  diplomatic  representatives  of  the  United  States  in  foreign 
countries  in  times  of  insurrection,  is  scrupulously  to  avoid  interference 
in  the  struggle,  and  to  refuse  to  acknowledge  insurgent  authorities  until 
permanently  established. 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Wheeler, Nov.  8, 1855.    MSS.  Inst.,  Am.  St. 

Mr.  Seward's  report  of  Dec.  29,  1862,  on  the  **  aUeged  interference  of  oar  min- 
ister to  Mexico  in  favor  of  the  French,"  is  given  in  Honse  Ex.  Doc.  No.  23, 
37th  Cong.,  3d  sess. 

'^One  of  the  essential  qualifications  of  a  diplomatic  agent  is  to  observe 
at  all  times  a  ])roper  reserve  in  regard  to  the  affairs  of  his  Government; 
aiiil  the  knowledge  of  these  affairs,  possessed  by  persons  belong  ng  to 
the  legation,  must  be  regarded  as  confidential. 

''It  is  forbidden  to  diplomatic  agents  abroad  to  participate  in  any 
manner  in  the  political  concerns  of  the  country  of  their  residence;  and 
they  are  directed  especially  to  refrain  from  public  expression  of  opin- 
ions upon  local,  political,  or  other  questions  arising  within  their  juris- 
diction. 

<^  It  is  deemed  advisable  to  extend  a  similar  prohibition  against  public 
addresses,  except  upon  exceptional  festal  occasions  in  the  country  of 
official  residence.  Even  upon  such  occasions  the  utmost  caution  must 
be  observed  in  touching  upon  political  matters. 

^'The  statute  further  forbids  diplomatic  and  consular  officers  from 
reeouiniending  any  person  at  home  or  abroad  for  any  employm^^nt  of 
trust  or  profit  under  the  Governments  to  which  they  are  accredited. 
This  prohibition  against  recommendation  for  office  is  hereby  extended 
to  offices  under  the  United  States;  it  does  not,  however,  prevent  a 
diplomatic  agent  from  recommending  any  person  whom  he  may  deem 
suitable  and  competent  to  fill  a  subordinate  office  in  or  under  his  own 
mission." 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

As  to  protection  hy  consals,  see  infray  i  122. 

XXXI.  COURTESY,  FAIRNESSy  AND  SOCIAL  CONFORMITY  EXPECTED. 

(1)  Official  intercoubsb. 

§107. 

'^Etiquette,  when  it  becomes  too  glaring  by  affectation,  imposes  no 
longer  either  upon  the  populace  or  upon  the  conrtiers,  but  becomes 
ridiculous  to  all.    This  will  soon  be  the  case  everywhere  with  respect 

to  American  ministers.    To  see  a  minister  of  such  a  state  as and 

assume  a  distant  and  mysterious  air  towards  a  minister  of  the 

United  States,  because  his  court  has  not  yet  acknowledged  their  inde- 
pendence, when  his  nation  is  not  half  equal  to  America  in  any  one  attri- 
bute of  sovereignty,  is  a  spectacle  of  ridicule  to  any  man  who  sees  it. 

^^I  have  had  the  honor  of  making  and  receiving  visits  in  a  private 
ch^rs^cter  from  the  Spanish  minister  here,  whose  behavior  has  been 
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polite  enough.  He  was  pleased  to  make  me  some  very  higb  oompli- 
ments  upon  our  success  here,  which  he  considers  as  the  most  important 
and  decisive  stroke  which  could  have  been  struck  in  Europe." 

Mr.  J.  Adams  to  Mr.  Livingston,  Apr.  23,  1782.    7  John  Adams'  Works,  574. 

''The  Gomte  Sarsfield  began,  as  usual,  when  we  were  alone,  to  give 
me  a  lesson  of  etiquette;  this  is  a  trait  in  his  character;  no  man  more 
attentive  to  the  rules  of  ceremony  and  formality ;  no  man  more  precise. 
He  says  that  when  I  made  an  entertainment  I  should  have  placed  the 
ambassador  of  France  at  my  right  hand  and  the  minister  of  Spain  at 
my  left,  and  have  arranged  the  other  i)rincipal  personages;  and  when 
I  rose  from  the  table,  I  should  have  said:  *  Messieurs,  voudriez  voas,' 
&c.,  or  <  Monsieur  le  Due,  voudriez  vous,'  &c.  All  this,  every  one  sees, 
is  k  la  Fran^aise;  but  it  is  very  little  regarded  here,  and  it  was  because 
it  is  generally  neglected  here  that  I  neglected  it.  But  the  Com te,  in 
every  afiair  of  dress,  billets,  rank,  &c.,  has,  from  my  first  acquaintance 
with  him,  ever  discovered  such  a  minute  attention  to  little  circum- 
stances. How  is  it  possible  to  reconcile  these  trifling  contemplations 
of  a  master  of  ceremonies  with  the  vast  knowledge  of  arts,  sciences, 
history,  government,  &c.,  possessed  by  this  nobleman t  A  habit  of 
living  in  the  world,  however,  is  necessary,  a  facility  of  living  with  men — 
I'habitude  de  vivre  avec  les  hommes. 

''It  is  the  fashion  among  the  Dutch  to  arrange  all  the  company  by 
putting  a  card  with  the  name  of  each  gentleman  and  lady  upon  the 
napkins  in  the  plate.  This  I  never  saw  practiced  in  France;  indeed, 
they  attend  but  to  one  person  in  France;  the  feast  is  made  in  honor  of 
one  person;  that  is  the  ton.  Mr.  Yisscher,  being  told  by  the  count 
that  he  and  I  were  to  dine  to-morrow  with  General  Van  der  Dnssen, 
appeared  surprised,  and  said  that  the  general,  although  he  had  dined 
with  me  and  rode  with  me  on  horseback,  would  not  have  dared  to  have 
invited  me,  if  he  had  not  met  me  at  M.  boreel's." 

John  Adams'  Diary,  Oct.  2,  1782.    3  John  Adams'  Works,  276. 

"  Banks,  titles,  and  etiquettes,  and  every  spe(3ies  of  punctilios,  even 
down  to  the  visits  of  cards,  are  of  infinitely  more  importance  in  Europe 
than  in  America,  and,  therefore,  Congress  cannot  be  too  tender  of  dis- 
gracing their  ministers  abroad  in  any  of  these  things,  nor  too  determined 
not  to  disgrace  themselves.  Congress  will  sooner  or  later  find  it  neces- 
sary to  adjust  the  rank  of  all  their  servants  with  relation  to  one  another, 
as  well  as  to  the  magistrates  and  officers  of  the  separate  Governments. 

''  For  example,  if,  when  Congress  abolished  my  commission  to  the 
King  of  Great  Britain  and  my  commission  for  peace,  and  issued  a  new 
commission  for  peace  in  wliich  they  associated  four  other  gentlemen 
with  me,  they  had  placed  any  other  at  the  head  of  the  commission  they 
would  have  thrown  a  disgrace  and  ridicule  upon  me  in  Europe  that  I 
conld  not  have  withstood.  It  would  have  injured  me  in  the  minds  of 
fViends  and  enemies,  the  French  and  Dutch,  as  well  as  the  English. 

''It  is  the  same  thing  with  states.  If  Mr.  Jay  and  I  had  yielded  the 
punctilio  of  rank,  and  taken  the  advice  of  the  Count  de  Yergennes  and 
Dr.  Franklin,  by  treating  with  the  English  or  Spaniards,  before  we 
were  put  upon  the  equal  footing  that  onr  rank  demanded,  we  should 
have  sunk  in  the  minds  of  the  English,  French,  Spaniards,  Dutch,  and 
all  the  neutral  powers.  The  Count  de  Vergennes  certinnly  knows  tbis. 
If  he  does  not,  he  is  not  even  a  European  statesman.  If  he  does  know 
it,  what  inference  can  we  draw  but  that  he  means  to  keep  us  down  if 
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he  can ;  to  keep  his  hand  under  oar  chin  to  prevent  as  fit)m  drowning, 
^bat  not  to  lift  our  heads  oat  of  water." 

Mr.  J.  Adams  to  Mr.  Liyingston,  Nov.  8,  1782.    8  John  Adams'  Works,  3. 

**  He  (the  Dake  of  Dorset)  then  told  me  I  must  be  in  London  time 
enoagh  to  pay  my  respects  to  the  King  on  the  4th  of  June,  his.birth- 
day  'j  that  to  that  end  I  must  carry  over  from  hence  a  fine  new  coat, 
ready-made,  for  that  it  was  a  rule  of  etiquette  there  for  everybody  who 
went  to  court  to  have  new  clothes  upon  that  day  and  very  rich  ones, 
and  that  my  family  must  be  introduced  to  the  Queen.  I  told  bim  I  was 
sorry  to  hear  that,  but  that  1  hoped  it  was  not  indispensable,  for  that 
as  at  the  court  of  Versailles  the  families  of  ambassadors  only  were  re- 
quired to  be  presented,  and  ministers  plenipotentiary  and  envoys  had 
their  option,  my  family  had  chosen  to  avoid  it  here  for  many  reasons. 
He  said  it  was  true  that  here  the  etiquette  required  only  the  presenta- 
tion of  ambassadresses,  but  in  England  it  was  otherwise,  and  the  ladies 
and  daughters  of  all  ministers  must  be  presented  to  the  Queen. 

^'  I  hope,  sir,,  you  will  not  think  this  an  immaterial  or  a  trifling  con- 
versation, when  you  consider  that  the  single  circumstance  of  presenting 
a  family  at  court  will  make  a  difference  of  several  hundred  pounds  ster- 
ling in  my  inevitable  annual  expenses.  This  is  not  the  first  serious  lect- 
ure I  have  had  upon  the  subjects  of  etiquette,  and  even  dress.  I  have 
formerly  related  to  you  in  conversation  another  much  more  grave,  which 
I  had  five  years  ago  from  the  Count  de  Yergennes.  I  believe  I  have 
also  repeated  to  you  similar  exhortattoiis  made  to  me  even  by  the  best 
patriots  in  Holland.  There  is  a  certain  appearance  in  proi>ortion  <,to 
rank  which  all  the  courts  of  Europe  make  a  point  of  exacting  from 
everybody  who  is  presented  to  them.^ 

Bir.  J.  Adams  to  Mr.  Jay,  May  13,  1785.    8  John  Adams'  Works,  250. 

<^  There  are  a  train  of  other  ceremonies  yet  to  go  through  in  presen- 
tations to  the  Queen  and  visits  to  and  from  ministers  and  ambassadors, 
which  will  take  up  much  time  and  interrupt  me  in  my  endeavors  to  ob- 
tain all  that  I  have  at  heart — ^the  objects  of  my  instructions.  It  is  thus 
the  essence  of  things  is  lost  in  ceremony  in  every  country  of  Europe. 
We  must  submit  to  what  we  cannot  alter.  Patience  is  the  only  rem- 
edy." 

Bir.  J.  Adams  to  Mr.  Jay,  June  2,  1785.    8  John  Adams'  Works,  259. 
As  to  official  "etiquette"  see,  farther,  3  John  Adams'  Works,  276,  306;  7  Und., 
578;  8  ibid.,  3,  4,  39,  250,  251,  259,  367,  480, 489,  490. 

"Every  one  who  has  any  knowledge  of  my  manner  of  acting  in  pub- 
lic life  will  be  persuaded  that  I  am  not  accustomed  to  impede  the  dis- 
patch or  frustrate  the  success  of  business  by  a  ceremonious  attention  to 
idle  forms.  Any  person  of  that  description  will  also  be  satisfied  that  I 
should  not  readily  consent  to  lose  one  of  the  most  important  functions 
of  my  office  for  the  sake  of  preserving  an  imaginary  dignity ;  but,  per- 
haps, if  there  are  rules  of  proceeding  which  have  originated  from  the 
wisdom  of  statesmen,  and  are  sanctioned  by  the  common  consent  of 
nations,  it  would  not  be  prudent  for  a  young  state  to  dispense  with 
them  altogether,  at  least  without  some  substantial  cause  for  so  doing. 
I  have  myself  been  induced  to  think,  possibly  from  the  habits  of  ex- 
perience, that  in  general  the  best  mode  of  conducting  negotiations,  the 
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detail  and  progress  cf  which  might  be  liable  to  accidental  mistakes  or 
oointentioDal  misrepresentations,  is  by  writing.  This  mode,  if  I  was 
obliged  myself  to  negotiate  with  any  one,  I  should  still  pursue.  I  have, 
however,  been  taught  to  believe  that  there  is  in  most  polished  nations 
a  system  established,  with  regard  to  the  foreign  as  well  as  the  other 
great  Departments,  which,  from  the  utility,  the  necessity,  and  the  rea- 
son of  the  thing,  provides  that  business  should  be  digested  and  pre- 
pared by  the  heads  of  those  Departments." 

President  WashiDgton  to  Connt  de  Moostier,  May  25,  1760.    10  Waahington^ 
WritiDga,  9. 

^^TJpon  the  whole,  it  was  thought  best  to  confine  my  invitations  to 
official  characters  and  strangers  of  distinction.  This  line  I  have  hitherto 
pursued.  Whether  it  may  be  found  best  to  adhere  to  it  or  depart 
from  it,  must  in  some  measure  be  the  result  of  experience  and  investi- 
gation." 

President  Washington  to  Mr.  Stuart,  July  26, 1789.    10  Washington's  Writ- 
ings, 19. 

^*  To  you,  sir,  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  undertake  a  general  delinea- 
tion of  the  duties  of  the  office  to  which  you  are  appointed.  I  shall, 
therefore,  only  express  a  desire  that  they  may  be  constantly  exercised 
in  that  spirit  of  sincere  friendship  which  we  bear  to  the  English  nation, 
and  that  in  all  transactions  with  the  minister  his  good  dispositions  be  con- 
ciliated by  whatever  in  language  or  attentions  may  tend  to  that  effect 
With  respect  to  their  Q-overnment  or  policy,  as  concerning  themselves 
or  other  nations,  we  wish  not  to  intermeddle  in  word  or  deed,  and  that 
it  be  not  understood  that  our  Government  permits  itself  to  entertain 
either  a  will  or  opinion  on  the  subject."        , 

Mr.  Jefferson,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Pinckney,  July  11,  1792.    2  Randall's  Ufeof 
Jefferson.  59. 

Mr.  Gendt's  note  of  September  18, 1793,  to  Mr.  Jefferson,  giving  bis 
complaints  of  his  treatment  by  the  Administration,  is  in  I  Ara.  St. 
Pap.  (For.  Kel.),  173.  Of  his  treatment  by  President  Washington  he 
complains  as  follows :  '<  I  will  tell  you,  then,  without  ceremony,  that  I 
have  been  extremely  wounded,  sir:  1st.  That  the  Piesidentof  the 
United  States  was  in  a  hurry,  before  knowing  what  I  had  to  transmit 
to  him  on  the  part  of  the  French  Republic,  to  proclaim  sentiments  on 
which  decency  and  friendship  should  at  least  have  drawn  a  veil.  2d. 
That  he  did  not  speak  to  me  at  my  first  audience  but  of  the  fiieudshi|i 
of  the  United  States  towards  France,  without  saying  a  word  to  me, 
without  announcing  a  single  sentiment,  on  onr  revolution — while  all  the 
towns,  from  Charleston  to  Philadelphia,  had  made  the  air  resound  with 
their  most  ardent  wishes  for  the  French  Kepublic.  3d.  That  he  bad 
received  and  admitted  to  a  private  audience,  before  my  arrival,  Noailles 
and  Talon,  known  agents  of  the  French  counterrevolntiouists,  who 
have  since  had  intimate  relations  T>ith  the  members  of  the  Federal 
Government.  4th.  That  this  First  Magistrate  of  afree  people  decoratttl 
his  parlor  with  certain  medallions  of  "Capet"  and  his  family,  which 
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served  at  Paris  as  signals  of  rallying.''    A  series  of  other  specifications 
followed,  relative  to  the  international  rulings  of  the  Administration. 

As  to  the  medallion  of  "Capet,"  it  may  be  noticed  that  full  length  pic- 
tures of  Louis  XVI  and  Marie  Antoinette,  presented  to  Congress  at  the 
close  of  the  American  Kevolution,  remained  hung  on  the  walls  of  Con- 
gress at  Philadelphia  until  after  the  French  revolution.  They  were 
then,  according  to  a  letter  of  Mr.  E.  Thornton,  an  attach^  of  the  British 
legation,  (Bland-Burgess  papers,  238,)  dated  March  6,  1792,  probably 
from  complaints  such  as  those  made  above,  ''covered  with  a  curtiuii." 
Mr.  Thornton  goes  on  to  say :  "  I  don't  know  whether  I  mentioned  to 
you  formerly  that  the  key  of  the  Bastile,  given  to  a  certain  great  man 
here  (Washington)  by  Lafayette,  is  hung  up  in  a  glass  frame  in  the 
princi|)al  room  of  the  great  man's  house  with  an  engraving  of  Louis 
XVI,  Le  patroite  Roi  des  Frangais,  opposite.  In  the  drawing  room  of 
Mr.  Jeft'erson  there  are  three  busts — of  Franklin,  Paul  Jones,  and  La- 
fayette— three  gentlemen,  the  first  of  whom  had  talents  without  virtue, 
tbe  second  deserved  hanging,  and  the  last,  not  improbably,  may  meet 
the  same  fate."  Nodoubtthe  picture  of"  Capet"  in  Washington's  parlor 
which  ga\e  offense  to  the  Frenchmen  in  September  because  it  was 
thereat  all,  was  a  companion  to  that  which  gave  offense  to  the  English- 
man in  June  because  the  inscription  was  "  patriot  king."  Such  inci- 
dents as  these  show  the  difiScult  position  of  Washington  in  trying  to 
steer  a  just  course  between  the  two  rival  missions. 

"No  Government  can  disregard  formalities  more  than  ours.  But 
when  formalities  are  attacked,  with  a  view  to  change  principles,  and 
to  introduce  an  entire  independence  of  foreign  agents  on  the  nation 
with  whom  they  reside,  it  becomes  material  to  defend  formalities." 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  the  miuister  of  FraDce,  December  9,  179:1,  when 
refusing  t^  accept  foreign  commissions  unless  addressed  to  the  United  States^ 
or  to  the  President  of  the  United  States.    4  Jeff.  Works,  90. 

'•Among  Mr.  Jefferson's  papers  was  found  one  indorsed  in  his  hand- 
writing: 'This  rough  paper  contains  what  was  agreed  upon,'  meaning, 
undoubtedly,  what  was  agreed  upon  by  the  President  and  his  Cabinet : 

*^*1.  In  order  to  bring  the  members  of  society  together  in  the  first 
instance,  the  custom  of  the  country  has  established  that  residents  shall 
pay  the  first  visit  to  strangers,  and,  among  strangers,  first  comers  to 
later  comers,  foreign  and  domestic;  the  character  of  strangers  ceasing 
after  the  first  visits.  To  this  rule  there  is  a  single  exception.  Foreign 
ministers,  from  the  necessity  of  making  themselves  known,  pay  the  first 
visit  to  the  ministers  of  the  nation,  which  is  returned. 

*''1I.  When  brought  together  in  sodety,  all  are  perfectly  equal, 
whether  foreign  or  domestic,  titled  or  untitled,  in  or  out  of  ofiice. 

"'All  other  observances  are  but  exemplifications  of  these  two  prin- 
ciples. 

"  '  I. — 1st.  The  families  of  foreign  mjnisters,  arriving  at  the  seat  of 
Government,  receive  the  first  visit  from  those  of  the  national  ministers, 
as  from  all  other  residents. 

"'2d.  Members  of  the  legislature,  and  of  the  judiciary,  inde]>endent 
of  their  offices,  have  a  right  as  strangers  to  receive  the  first  visit. 

'"  II. — 1st.  No  title  being  admitted  here,  those  of  foreigners  give  no 
precedence. 

**<2d.  Difference  of  grade  among  the  diplomatic  members  gives  no 
preoedence,   * 

703 


§  107.]  t)ll>LOMATlC   AGfiNtS.  [cmP.  IV. 

"  *  3d.  At  public  ceremonies,  to  which  the  Govemmeiit  invites  the  pres- 
ence of  foreign  ministers  and  their  families,  a  convenient  seat  or  statiou 
wiH  be  provided  for  them,  with  any  other  strangers  invited,  and  tlie 
families  of  the  national  ministers,  each  taking  place  as  they  arrive,  and 
without  any  precedence. 

'*  '4th.  Tomaintaiu  theprinciple ofequality,  or  of |>^te-f«e/e,  and  prevent 
the  growth  of  precedence  out  of  courtesy,  the  members  of  the  Execu- 
tive will  practice  at  their  own  houses,  and  recommend  an  adherence  to 
the  ancient  usuage  of  the  country,  of  gentlemen  in  mass  giving  prece- 
dence to  ladies  in  mass,  in  passing  from  one  apartment  where  tiiey  are 
assembled  into  another.' 

^'  The  President  had  two  public  days  for  the  reception  of  company, 
the  1st  of  January  and  4th  of  July,  when  his  doors  were  thrown  open 
to  all  who  chose  to  enter  them.  At  other  times,  all  who  chose  were 
permitted  to  call  upon  him  on  business  or  a£P  a  matter  of  courtesy.*^ 

2  Randall's  Life  of  JefferaoD,  667. 

» 

"Very  soon,  therefore,  after  entering  on  the  office  of  Secretary  of  State 
I  recommended  to  General  Washington  to  establish,  as  a  rule  of  prac> 
tice,  that  no  person  should  be  continued  on  foreign  mission  beyond  an 
absence  of  six,  seven,  or  eight  years.  He  approved  it.  On  the  only 
subsequent  missions  which  took  place  in  my  time,  the  persons  appointed 
were  notified  that  they  could  not  be  continued  beyond  that  period.  All 
returned  within  it  except  Humphreys.  His  term  was  not  quite  out 
when  General  Washington  went  out  of  office.  The  succeeding  Admin- 
istration had  no  rule  for  anything ;  so  he  continued.  Immediately  on 
my  coming  to  the  Administration  I  wrote  to  him  myself,  reminded  him 
of  the  rule  I  had  communicated  to  him  on  his  departure;  that  be  had 
then  been  absent  about  eleven  years,  and  consequently  must  return. 
On  this  ground  solely  he  was  superseded.  Under  these  circumstances, 
your  appointment  was  impossible  after  an  absence  of  seventeen  years. 
Under  any  others  I  should  never  fail  to  give  to  yourself  and  the  world 
proofs  of  my  friendship  for  you,  and  of  my  confidence  in  you.  When- 
ever you  shall  return,  you  will  be  sensible  in  a  greater,  of  what  f  was 
in  a  smaller,  degree,  of  the  change  in  this  nation  from  what  it  was  when 
we  both  left  it  in  1784.  We  return  like  foreigners,  and,  like  them,  re- 
quire a  considerable  residence  here  to  become  Americanized. 

"There  is  no  point  in  which  an  American,  long  absent  from  his  coun- 
try, wanders  so  widely  from  its  sentiments  as  on  the  subject  of  its  for- 
eign aiiairs.  We  have  a  perfect  horror  at  anything  like  connecting  our- 
selves with  the  politics  of  Eurox>e.  It  would  indeed  be  advantageous 
to  us  to  have  neutral  rights  established  on  a  broad  ground;  but  no  de- 
pendence can  be  placed  in  any  European  coalition  for  that.  They  have 
so  many  other  by -interests  of  greater  weight  that  some  one  or  other 
will  always  be  bought  off." 

President  Jefferson  to  Mr.  Short,  Oct.  3, 1801.    2  RandaU's  Life  of  JeffenoD,  672. 
See  3  Schoulor's  Hist.  U.  S.  122,  instanciog  innstrafcioDs  of  Mr.  Jeffeiaon's  pod- 
tion  above  stated. 
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"In  the  intercourse  between  the  Secretaries  and  Attorney-Gen- 
eral of  this  Government  and  the  ministers  of  foreign  i)owers  the  period 
of  the  arrival  of  either  at  the  seat  of  Government  is  not  considered. 
The  first  visit  is  expected  from  the  foreign  ministers.  This  rale,  it  is 
believed,  is  invariably  observed  by  the  Governments  of  Europe,  and 
seems  to  grow  out  of  the  mission  itself.  It  is  proper  that  the  minister 
8<jnt  on  a  foreign  mission  should  make  himself  known  to  the  Govern- 
ment to  which  he  is  addressed,  and  that  he  should  extend  his  visit  to  all 
the  chief  officers  of  that  Government.  It  is  equally  correct,  on  any 
change  in  the  members  of  the  Administration,  that  the  first  visit  should 
be  paid  to  those  who  may  be  brought  into  power.  The  intercourse 
must  be  opened,  and  that  ought  to  be  commenced  by  the  foreign  min- 
isters, the  principle  being  the  same  between  these  parties  as  between 
the  Government  and  the  foreign  ministers  on  their  first^  arrival  in  the 
country.  The  rule  which  prevails  between  persons  in  private  life  is 
not  applicable  to  this  case.  This  latter  rule  varies  in  different  places, 
and  is  founded  on  no  fixed  principle." 

Mr.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  de  DaschkoJi;  Mar.  9,  1»13.    MSS.  Notes, 
For.  Leg. 

^'  In  England  the  secretaries  of  the  Government  take  rank  of  foreign 
ministers,  as  do  the  family  of  the  sovereign,  the  arch-chancellor,  the 
arch-treasurer,  and  others.  It  is  believed  that  the  marshals  of  France 
would  all  take  rank  of  the  foreign  ministers  if  they  were  brought  into 
the  same  circle.  This,  however,  is  not  asserted  with  confidence;  a 
knowledge  of  detail  is  not  possessed. 

^'  The  same  rules  are  supposed  to  exist  at  St.  Petersburg  and  at  other 
European  courts — ^the  same  precedence  to  be  given  to  the  secretaries  of 
the  Government  over  foreign  ministers  of -every  grade,  and  to  all  those 
distinguished  persons  who  -take  rank  of  the  secretaries  of  the  Govern- 
ment. Precise  information  of  the  rules  adopted  at  St.  Petersburg  is 
also  wanting. 

^^  The  secretaries  of  the  Governments  above  mentioned  return  the 
visits  of  aoibassadors  only.    Their  wives  follow  their  example. 

'<  The  visits  of  the  American  ministers  in  England  and  France  to  the 
secretaries  of  state  were  in  many  instances  not  returned,  i\or  were  those 
of  their  wives  to  the  families  of  the  secretaries  of  state.  The  omission 
was  imputed  to  the  circumstance  that  our  representatives  were  minis- 
ters plenipotentiary  and  not  ambassadors. 

'•  The  Government  of  the  United  States  adopts  the  rule  of  the  Euro- 
pean Governments,  witfi  this  exception,  that  the  heads  of  the  Govern- 
ment return  the  first  visit  of  foreign  ministers,  without  regard  to  grade, 
and  that  their  wives  return  every  visit." 

Mr.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Setarier,  May  5,  1814.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 

"  I  have  just  returned  from  Garleton  House,  it  being  the  seventh  day 
in  succession  that  I  have  rode  into  town  on  purpose  to  make  my  inqui- 
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ries  there  in  the  usual  manner  respecting  the  present  King's  health. 
The  answer  to-day  is  that  he  is  out  of  all  danger.  These  are  attentions 
which  it  it  is  believed  he  will  be  extremely  scrupulous  in  expecting  of 
foreign  ministers.  Indeed,  the  ceremonious  inquiries  which  we  are 
obliged  to  make,  under  present  circumstances,  throughout  all  the  circles 
of  the  royal  family  keep  our  carriages  the  livelong  day  in  motion  over 
the  rattling  stones.  In  mine  I  have  just  had  a  break-down.  You  know 
how  dispersed  they  live,  Irom  stable-yard  to  Kensington  Palace,  and 
how  many  of  them  there  are.  I  have  often  thought  since  I  came  here 
that  we  maintain  our  diplomatic  intercourse,  at  least  with  this  Govern- 
ment, upon  terms  of  great  inequality.  I  have  yet  to  learn  in  what 
point  our  Bepubllc  is  behind  this  monarchy  in  dignity,  and  yet  what 
are  not  the  acts  of  ceremonious  homage^  to  give  them  no  other  appellation^ 
which  the  minister  of  the  former  is  compelled  to  go  through  herefrom  tchidi 
the  British  minister  with  us  is  exempt  / " 

Mr.  Rash,  minister  at  London,  to  Mr.  Monroe,  President,  Feb.  6,  182G.     Confi- 
dentiah    Monroe  Pap.,  Dept.  of  State. 

'^Nor  is  there  an  individual  who  has  attended  at  all  to  the  progress 
of  the  dispute  who  does  not  see  that  jit  was  embittered  from  the  first, 
and  wantonly  urged  to  its  present  fatal  issue  by  the  insolent,  i>etulant, 
and  preposterous  tone  of  those  very  individuals  who  insisted  upon  that 
miserable  experiment  (orders  in  council)  and  plunged  their  own  country 
in  wretchedness,  only  to  bring  down  upon  it  the  reluctant  hostility  of 
its  best  customers  and  allies.  If  those  mischievous  and  despicable  coun- 
cils were  once  cordially  renounced ;  if  this  palt];y  and  irritating  tone  were 
forever  interdicted  at  our  public  offices;  if  the  negotiations  were  com- 
mitted to  a  man  acceptable  to  the  Americans,  and  free  from  the  suspi- 
cion of  insincerity  which  our  late  diplomatic  communications  with  them 
have  so  naturally  excited,  we  are  fully  persuaded  that  a  speedy  and  a 
honorable  termination  might  yet  be  put  to  this  unnatural  coute8t<,  which, 
if  it  be  purely  ruinous  and  disreputable  to  us,  promises  also  to  be  so 
much  more  detrimental  than  beneficial  to  our  opponents." 

Edinburgh  Rev.,  Nov.  1812,  Vol.  20,  459. . 

As  to  the  tone  of  the  correspondence  with  Mr.  Canning,  Mr.  J.  Q. 
Adams,  Secretary  of  State,  in  a  confidential  letter  to  Mr.  Monroe,  Pres- 
ident, August  3, 1821,  writes : 

*'  I  am  tdraid  you  will  again  think  my  draft  unnecessarily  harsh,  and 
if  so  (I)  request  of  you  to  strike  out  everything  which  may  be  justly 
esteemed  of  that  character.  But  I  think  you  will  observe  little  delicacy 
towards  the  American  Government  in  the  tone  of  his  (Canniug^'s)  note. 
I  believe  it  to  be  important  to  hold  up  constantly  on  our  part  of  the 
correspondence  the  nature  of  our  objections  to  the  proposals  of  Great 
Britain ;  and  there  is  so  much  of  a  scolding  in  the  remarks  upon  oar  de- 
clining their  proposals,  and  upon  our  offered  substitute,  that  I  thought 
a  spirited  notice  of  them  due  injustice  to  ourselves." 

Monroe  Pap.,  Dept.  of  State. 

^<  Our  disposition  to  discuss  seems  to  have  augmented,  and  the  spirit 
of  conciliation  has  manifestly  been  abandoned  in  our  councils.  We  are 
determined  to  say  harsher  things  than  are  said  to  us,  and  to  have  the 
last  word.  Where  this  temper  will  lead  us  cannot  be  distinctly  foreseen.- 
We  are  now  on  bad  terms  with  the  principal  maritime  states,  and 
perhaps  on  the  brink  of  a  rupture  with  Russia.    •    •    •    I  have  labored 
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to  restrain  thia  predominant  disposition  of  the  Government,  hut  have 
succeeded  only  partially  in  softening  the  asperities  which  invariably  predom- 
inate  in  the  official  notes  of  the  State  Department,  If  these  notes  had 
been  permitted  to  remain  as  originally  drafted,  we  should,  I  believe, 
have  before  this  time  been  unembarrassed  by  diplomatic  relations  with 
more  than  one  power.  The  tendency  to  estrange  as  from  all  foreign 
powers,  which  the  style  of  the  notes  of  the  State  Department  has  uni- 
formly had,  has  been  so  often  demonstrated,  yet  so  often  permitted, 
that  I  have  almost  given  tip  the  idea  of  maintaining  friendly  relations 
with  those  powers.'' 

Mr.  Crawford,  Sec.  of  the  Treasury,  to  Mr.  Gallatin,  minister  at  Paris,  May  13, 
1822.    2  GaUatin's  Writings,  241. 

Mr.  Crawford's  antagonism  to  Mr.  Adams,  both  being  candidates  for 
succession  to  Mr.  Monroe,  in  whose  Cabinet  they  were,  was  at  this  time 
avowed.  It  is  certain,  however,  that  Mr.  Adams's  negotiations  with 
Great  Britain  and  France  failed  on  points  as  to  which  the  administration 
of  General  Jackson  subsequently  succeeded.  That  this,  notwithstand- 
ing Mr.  Adams's  high  public  spirit  and  matchless  dialectic  skill,  may  be 
attributed  to  want  of  tact  and  of  suitable  recognition  of  the  character- 
istics of  those  with  whom  he  had  to  deal,  is  illustrated  by  the  success  of 
the  subsequent  negotiations.  Participation  in  the  West  Indian  com- 
merce was  refused  by  Great  Britain  when  demanded  by  Mr.  Adams  as 
a  right;  it  was  granted  to  General  Jackson  when  asked  as  an  equivalent. 
Payment  of  Napoleon's  spoliations  was  refused  to  Mr.  Adams  by  Louis 
XVIII  when  it  was  made  the  subject  of  continuous  diplomatic  irritation; 
it  was  granted  to  General  Jackson  by  Louis  Philippe  when  it  was  the 
subject  of  peremptory  through  courteous  demand. 

'*At  these  audiences  (those  of  President  Monroe  with  foreign  minis- 
ters at  Washington)  the  President  observes  the  usual  forms  practiced 
by  European  sovereigns  on  similar  occasions;  that  is,  he  receives  them 
standing,  dressed  in  a  half  military  uniform  or  a  full  suit  of  black.  The 
ministers  are  in  full  court  dresses.  He  stands  in  the  center  of  the  draw- 
ing-room, and  I  accompany  them,  keeping  on  the  right  hand.  On 
receiving  the  letter  the  President  hands  it,  unopened,  to  me.  •  •  • 
The  President  has  a  general  answer  to  the  short  addresses  which  the 
ministers  make  in  delivering  these  letters,  viz :  ^That  the  United  States 
take  a  great  interest  in  everything  that  concerns  the  happiness  of  their 
sovereign,'  with  very  little  variation  adapted  to  each  particular  case. 
He  makes  no  other  conversation." 

4  Memoirs  of  J.  Q.  Adams,  314. 

'^  There  is  one  difference  in  the  correspondence  of  all  the  foreign  min- 
isters here  from  that  which  is  usual  in  Europe,  they  write  letters,  instead 
of  notes,  in  the  first  person  instead  of  the  third.  The  effect  of  this  dif- 
ference upon  style  is  greater  than  any  one  not  habituated  to  both  modes 
would  imagine.  •  •  •  Another  difference  is  that  we  always  use  our 
own  language.  Onis,  in  return,  always  writes,  even  to  the  most  trivial 
notes  of  compliment,  in  Spanish.  Bagot,  of  course,  writes  in  English, 
and  the  other  foreign  ministers,  except  Correa,  write  in  French ;  he 
always  writes  in  English." 

4  Memoirs  of  J.  Q.  Adams,  327. 

"  In  a  private  leiter  which  I  wrote  to  the  President  about  two  months 
ago  1  mentioned  that  I  was  informed,  through  a  respectable  channel^ 
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that  one  of  the  King's  ministers  had,  about  the  time  that  the  order  in 
council  of  Jaly  last  was  decided  apon,  expressed  his  great  dissatislae- 
tion  at  the  language  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  in  their 
diplomatic  intercourse  with  Great  Britain,  to  which  he  added  that  the 
United  States  seemed  as  if  the}'  wished  to  take  an  undue  advantage  of 
the  temporary  distresses  of  England,  and  that  it  was  time  for  her  to 
make  a  stand  and  to  show  her  displeasure.  Satisfied  that  nothing  offen- 
sive whatever  could  be  found  in  the  diplomatic  correspondence  proper, 
either  here  or  at  Washington,  I  thought  that,  however  extraordinary  it 
might  appear,  the  British  G<)vernment  might  have  taken  offense  at 
some  expressions  in  Mr.  Adams's  instructions  to  Mr.  Rush,  which  would 
naturally  be  written  with  more  freedom  of  style  than  letters  addressed 
to  a  British  minister.  In  this  conjecture  it  now  appears  that  I  am  mis- 
taken. •  •  •  I  have  stated  in  a  former  dispatch  my  conversation 
of  the  5th  instant  with  Mr.  Canning,  in  which  he  used  the  same  language 
and  nearly  the  same  words  in  reference  to  Mr.  Baylies's  report  on  the 
territory  west  of  the  Stony  Mountains.  It  is  most  undoubtedly  that 
report  which  has  given  great  offense,  and  I  am  apt  to  think  that,  tbongli 
not  the  remote  or  only,  it  was  the  immediate,  cause  of  the  order  in 
council." 

Mr.  Gallatin,  minidter  at  Paris,  to  Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  State,  Nov.  27, 1826.    2  Gal- 
latin's Works,  342. 

Mr.  Adams,  in  commenting  on  the  above,  said  (waiving  the  question 
of  regarding  any  other  authority  than  the  State  -Department  as  repre- 
senting the  Government),  that  it  was  about  as  rational  to  make  the 
Administration  responsible  for  Mr.  Baylies,  then  in  opposition,  as  it 
would  be  to  treat  Mr.  Canning  as  responsible  for  the  utterances  in  Par- 
liament of  Mr.  Brougham  or  Mr.  Hume. 

President  J.  Q.  Adams  to  Mr.  GaUatin,  March  20,  1827.    2  Gallatin's  WritiDgs. 

367. 
That  a  foreign  minister  cannot  in  his  correspondence  take  nctice  of  the  domeatie 

politics  of  the  country  of  his  mission,  see  supra,  $$79,  106. 

The  President "  would  have  been  better  satisfied  if  you  had  never  al- 
low^ yourself  to  employ,  in  your  intercourse  and  correspondence  with 
the  Brazilian  Government,  provoking  or  irritating  expressions.  These? 
he  thinks,  ought  always  to  be  avoided.'' 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Raguet,  Jan.  20,  1827.    MSS.  Inst.,  Ministers. 
Br.  and  For.  St.  Pap.,  vol.  15,  1128. 

''The  United  States  may  in  their  diplomatic  intercourse  have  been 
guilty  of  much  cold  argumentation,  never,  to  my  knowledge  (excepting 
Pickering  v,  Adet),  of  any  want  of  the  usual  courtesy  and  civility. 
The  charge  is  quite  untrue  as  to  the  correspondence,  &c.,  with  Great 
Britain,  since  the  treaty  of  Ghent.  See,  in  the  additional  documents  on 
colonial  iutercourse,  laid  before  Congress  on  23th  April  last,  No.  259, 
Lord  Dudley's  declaration,  at  bottom  of  page  42,  *  *  *  and  I  do 
jbtoir  that  the  British  Government  was  equally  pleased  with  the  tone 
and  manner  of  Mr.  Bush  during  the  whole  of  his  mission  and  negotia- 
tions. But  we  publish  everything,  and  the  instructions  of  a  Secretary 
of  State  to  an  American  minister  abroad  must  be  explicit,  and  may  noc 
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always  be  clothed  iu  the  same  polite  laugaage  towards  a  foreign  nation 
which  is  used  in  a  diplomatic  note." 

Mr.  Gallatin  to  Mr.  E-verett,  Aug.  0,  1828.     2  Gallatin'B  Writings,  400. 

In  Lord  Dudley's  note  to  Mr.  Gallatin,  the  passage  referred  to  is  as 
follows:  ''The  undersigned  takes  pleasure  iu  recognizing  in  both  these 
letters  of  Mr.  Gallatin,  and  especially  in  the  inquiry  which  closes  the 
second  of  them,  the  same  spirit  of  good  will  and  conciliation  which,  in 
the  midst  of  discussions  involving  no  small  difference  of  opinion,  has 
characterized  Mr.  Gallatin's  correspondence  with  the  British  Govern- 
ment" 
Ihid. 

''  In  all  discussions  between  Government  and  Government,  whatever 
may  be  the  differences  of  opinion  on  the  facts  or  principles  brought 
into  view,  the  invariable  rule  of  courtesy  and  justice  demands  that 
the  sincerity  of  the  opposing  party  in  the  views  which  it  entertains 
should  never  be  called  in  question.  Facts  may  l>e  denied,  deductions 
examined,  disproved,  and  condemned,  without  just  cause  of  offense, 
but  no  impeachment  of  the  integrity  of  the  Government  in  its  reliance 
on  the  correctness  of  its  own  views  can  be  permitted  without  a  total 
forgetfulness  of  self-respect." 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Livingston,  Mar.  5, 1835.    MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

The  United  States  Government  will  frankly  and  promptly  disavow  in- 
decorous language  used  in  variance  with  their  instruction^  by  its  diplo- 
matic agents  to  the  Governments  to  which  they  are  accredited. 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Ellis,  Nov.  16,  1836.     MSS.  Inst.,  Mez. 

The  Mexican  minister  of  foreign  affairs  having  addressed  directly 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  (Mr.  Webster)  a  letter  which  the  President 
considered  ^^  derogatory  to  the  character  of  the  United  States  and 
highly  offensive,"  the  President  directed  'Uhat  no  other  answer  be 
given  to  it  than  the  declaration  that  the  conduct  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  in  regard  to  the  wigr  between  Mexico  and  Texas, 
having  been  always  hitherto  governed  by  a  strict  and  impartial  regard 
to  its  neutral  obligations,  will  not  be  changed  or  altered  in  any  respect 
or  in  any  degree.  If  for  this  the  Government  of  Mexico  shall  see  fit  to 
change  the  relations  at  present  existing  between  the  two  countries,  the 
responsibility  remains  with  herself." 

Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Thompson,  Jnly  13,  1842.    MSS.  Inst.,  Mex.; 
6  Webster's  Works,  459. 

When  a  foreign  minister  uses  in  his  correspondence  with  the  Depart- 
ment language  offensive  to  this  Government  no  further  correspondence 
with  him  will  be  maintained. 

*^  During  the  Presidency  of  Mr.  Madison,  when  the  language  of  a 
British  minister^  Mr.  Jackson,  residing  in  this  country,  had  proved  of- 
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fensive  to  this  Goyernment,  that  minister  was  promptly  inf6rmed,  with- 
oat  even  first  sabrnitting  his  correspondence  to  his  own  Govermm^ii, 
that  no  further  communications  would  .be  received  from  him,  and  the 
reason  for  the  step  was  afterwards  made  Miowu  to  his  Govemmeot 
Mr.  Jackson  himself,  in  defending  the  positions  he  had  taken,  aooom- 
panied  his  observations  with  the  remark  that '  beyond  this  it  suffices  that 
I  do  not  deviate  from  the  respect  due  to  the  Ghvemment  to  which  I  am  ac- 
creddtted.^  How,  then,  was  this  matter  regarded  at  the  British  foreign 
office,  at  the  head  of  which,  at  that  time,  was  Lord  Wellesley.  His 
lordship,  to  whom  the  correspondence  had  been  submitted,  expressed 
the  concern  of  His  Majesty  that  the  interruption  of  the  intercourse  had 
taken  place  by  the  command  of  this  Government  before  it  had  been 
possible  for  His  Majesty,  by  any  interposition  of  his  authority,  to  mani- 
fest his  invariable  disposition  to  maintain  the  relations  of  amity  with 
the  United  States.  He  conveyed  the  most  positive  assurances  from  Mr. 
Jackson  that  it  had  not  been  his  purpose  to  give  offense  to  the  United 
States  Government  by  any  expression  contained  in  his  letters,  or  by  any 
part  of  his  conduct.  He  suggested,  indeed,  that  a  better  and  more 
usual  course  would  have  been  to  convey  to  his  Government  a  formal 
complaint  against  the  minister  with  a  view  to  suitable  redress.  And 
although  he  said  His  Majesty  had  not  marked  with  any  expression 
of  displeasure  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Jackson,  who  had  not  appeared  to 
him  on  the  occasion  to  have  committed  any  intentional  offense  against 
the  Government  of  the  United  States,  yet,  as  he  was  always  disposed 
to  pay  the  utmost  attention  to  the  wishes  and  sentiments  of  states  in 
amity  with  him,  he  had  directed  the  return  of  Mr.  Jackson  to  England. 
And  in  further  testimony  of  a  sincere  desire  to  cultivate  an  intercourse 
with  the  United  States  on  the  mo8t  friendly  terms,  his  lordship  added, 
that  he  was  authorized  to  assure  this  Government  that  His  Majesty 
was  ready  to  receive,  with  sentiments  of  undiminished  amity  and  good 
will,  any  communication  which  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
might  deem  beneficial  to  the  mutual  interests  of  both  countries,  through 
any  channel  which  might  appear  advantageous  to  the'Grovernment  of 
the  United  States." 

Mr.  Clayton,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Eivea,  Sept.  14,  1849.     MSS.In8t.,  Franoe. 

^<  The  President  still  maintains  the  position  advanced  in  my  first  note 
to  Mr.  de  Tocqueville,  that  this  Government  is  the  gtiardian  of  its  own 
honor,  and,  of  course,  the  sole  judge  of  what  is  due  to  it.  He  has  re- 
fused to  hold  further  correspondence  with  Mr.  Poussin,  and  he  will  re- 
fuse to  hold  it  with  any  other  minister  from  any  country  who  shall  use 
similar  language,  or  prove  himself  equally  disrespectful  to  this  Govern- 
ment. He  accords  to  all  other  Governments  the  same  rights,  in  this 
respect,  which  he  demands  for  his  own.  If  the  French  Government 
would  not  hold  such  language  disrespectful  when  applied  to  itself,  we 
shall  not  question  its  right  to  decide  as  it  shall  think  fit.    The  law  of 
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nations  bas  wisely  given  to  each  the  right  to  maintain  its  own  honor  in 
snch  cases,  by  placing  the  remedies  for  insult  in  its  own  power.  One 
of  these  remedies  is  to  refuse  to  correspond  any  lon<2fer  with  the  offender, 
and  the  right  cannot  be  denied  without  incurring  the  risk  of  involving 
the  world  in  wars  about  the  meaning  of  words  and  the  forms  of  diplo- 
matic etiquette.'' 

Mr.  Clayton,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Rives,  Jan.  1, 1850.    MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  will  be  more  tolerant  of  expres- 
sions of  petulance  and  acts  of  aunoyance  on  the  part  of  Governments 
of  South  American  states  threatened  with  i evolution  than  it  would  be 
of  similar  acts  or  expressions  by  stable  European  Governments. 

Mr.  Cass,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lamar,  July  25,  18r>d.     MSS.  Inst.  Am.  St. 

''On  the  arrival  of  Mr.  Ward  at  Peking,  he  requested  an  audience  of 
the  Emperor  to  present  his  letter  of  credence.  This  he  did  not  obtain, 
inconsequence  of  his  very  proper  refusal  to  submit  to  the  humiliating 
ceremonies  required  by  the  etiquette  of  this  strange  people  in  approach- 
ing their  sovereign. .  Nevertheless,  the  interviews  on  this  question  were 
conducted  in  the  n^ost  friendly  spirit,  and  with  all  due  regard  to  his 
personal  feelings  and  the  honor  of  his  country.  When  a  presentation 
to  His  Majesty  was  found  to  be  impossible,  the  letter  of  credence  from 
the  President  was  received  with  peculiar  honors  by  Kweilang,  *tJie 
Emperor's  prime  minister  and  the  second  man  in  the  Empire  to  the 
Emperor  himself.'  The  ratifications  of  the  treaty  were  afterward,  on  the 
16th  of  August,  exchanged  in  proper  form  at  Pei-isang.  As  the 
exchange  did  not  take  place  until  after  the  day  prescribed  by  the 
treaty,  it  was  deemed  proper,  before  its  publication,  again  to  submit  it 
to  the  Senate.  It  is  but  simple  justice  to  the  Chinese'authorities  to 
observe  that  throughout  the  whole  transaction  they  appear  to  have 
acted  in  good  faith  and  in  a  friendly  spirit  towards  the  United  States. 
It  is  true  this  has  been  done  after  their  own  peculiar  fashion;  but  we 
ouglit  to  regard  with  a  lenient  eye  the  ancient  customs  of  an  Empire 
dating  back  for  thousands  of  years,  so  far  as  this  may  be  consistent 
with  our  national  honor.  The  conduct  of  our  minister  on  the  occasion 
has  received  my  entire  approbatiou." 

President  Bachanan,  Third  Annual  Message,  1859. 

In  regard  to  the  ceremony  <if  presentation  to  the  Emperor  of  China,  see  Mr. 

Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gushing,  May  8,  1843.    6  Webster's  Works, 

470,471. 

«  ■  

As  to  presentation  of  American  citizens  at  the  court  of  France,  see  Senate  Ex. 
Doc.  No.  19,  37th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 

^'I  very  freely  confess  to  the  opinions,  first,  that  an  audience  or  pre- 
sentation of  any  but  diplomatic  persons  at  court  is  to  be  regarded  not 
in  any  degree  as  a  right  of  the  person  received,  but  as  a  courtesy 
extended  to  him.  Secondly,  that  the  imperial  court  is  entirely  at  liberty 
to  define  and  prescribe  the  qualifications,  conditions,  and  terms  on  which 
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Btrangers  shall  be  admitted  into  its  society.  Thirdly,  if  American  dti- 
zeDS  request  yoa  to  present  their  wishes  for  admission  at  coart,  yon  can 
only  present  them  by  complying  with  the  terms  and  conditions  pie- 
scribed.  Fourthly,  referring  to  the  questions  which  have  actually  arisai, 
I  think  that  you  can  properly,  in  all  cases,  give  the  occupation  or  pro- 
fession of  any  person  whose  wishes  you  present.  Yon  cannot,  indeed, 
undertake  to  assign  the  social  position  of  each  x>er8on,  for  that  would  be 
to  discriminate,  or  to 'seem  the  discriminate,  by  European  rules,  between 
persons  who,  being  all  alike  citizens,  may  justly  claim  to  be  equals  in 
social  position  at  home,  and,  therefore,  equals  in  the  consideration  of 
this  Government  itself,  when  they  are  abroad.  It  seems  to  me,  however, 
that  in  many  cases,  there  are  circumstances  belonging  to  the  persons 
you  propose  to  present  which  may  be  properly  stated,  such  as  official 
positiotis  held  by  individuals  at  the  time,  or  even  at  some  previous  time. 
Distinctions  arising  from  personal  merit,  such  as  military,  scientific,  or 
literary,  or  of  a  political  character,  and  distinctions  as  founders  of  scien- 
tific, literary,  or  humane  institutions.  But,  even  when  these  sugges- 
tions are  made  in  compliance  with  the  rules  of  the  court,  it  is  not  to  be 
claimed  as  a  matter  of  right,  or  even  as  a  matter  of  national  comitv, 
that  the  presentations  or  audiences  shall  therefore  be  granted. 

^^  I  have  dwelt  on  the  subject  longer  than  was  due  to  any  importance 
that  it  can  claim.  It  is  x)eculiarly  uncomfortable  at  this  moment,  to  find 
American  citizens  leaving  their  country,  a  prey  to  faction  and  civil  war, 
disturbing  the  court  of  a  friendly  power,  and  embanrassing  our  repre^ 
sentative  there  with  questions  of  personal  interest  and  pretension.  Let 
the  Emperor  and  Empress  of  France  receive  whom  they  will,  and  as 
many  or  few  as  they  will,  and  let  all  others,  as  well  as  those  who  are 
aduHtted,  turn  their  attention  to  the  question  how  they  can  serve  their 
(*x>untry  abroad ;  and  if  they  find  no  better  way  to  do  it  than  by  making 
their  attendance  in  the  saloons  of  the  Tuileries,  let  them  retom  home 
to  a  country  that  now,  for  the  first  time,  needs  the  active  efforts  of  every 
one  of  its  loyal  children  to  save  itself  from  destruction. 

^^  Finally,  above  all  things,  have  no  question  with  the  Government  of 
France  on  this  subject.  Bather  introduce  nobody,  however  jnstly  dis- 
tinguished, than  let  a  question  of  fashion  or  ceremony  appear  in  the 
records  of  the  important  period  in  which  we  are  acting  for  the  highest 
interests  of  our  couirtry  and  of  humanity." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Dayton,  Feb.  3,  1862.    M8S.  Inst,,  Fnnce; 
Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  19,37th  Cong.,  2d  sess.  I 

*^  Presentations  to  members  of  reigning  families  cannot  be  made  \fj 
private  citizens  through  the  diplomatic  agency  of  the  €rovemm^t. 
They  should  be  made  through  the  diplomatic  representative  of  tb« 
foreign  Government." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec,  of  State,  to  Mr.  Montgomery,  Dec.  5, 1871.    M88.  Dom.  Let, 
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The  line  to  be  adopted  by  foreign  miDisters  as  to  presentation  of  Ameri- 
cans at  court  mast  be  settled  by  such  ministers,  and  cannot  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Department  of  State. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jay,  Jan.  29, 1Q72.    MSS.  Inst.,  Anstria. 

"  But  it  would  certainly  be  preferable  to  refuse  to  present  any  one 
not  belonging  to  the  legation  than  to  incur  tbe  risk  of  offending  by 
introducing  persons  of  questionable  character  and  antecedents,  or  to 
make  such  invidious  distinctions  as  would  be  unavoidable  by  extending 
the  list." 

Ibid, 

m 

^'  Whether  all  audiences  (in  China)  should  be  delayed  until  the  Em 
peror  shall  arrive  at  such  age  a«  to  consider  and  direct  a  change  in  the 
forms,  or  until  the  increasing  intercourse  with  China  shall  prove  the 
wisdom  of  such  change,  may  be  somewhat  doubtful,  and  while  the  De- 
partment is  not  informed  as  to  the  particular  change  which,  in  Mr. 
Wade's  opinion,  it  may  be  advisable  to  adopt  in  the  ceremonial,  the 
President  is  clearly  of  the  opinion,  as  stated  in  the  circular  dispatch  of 
the  Department,  that  it  will  be  advisable  as  nearly  as  may  be  possible 
to  conforui  therein  to  western  usage." 

Mr.  Cadwalader,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Thornton,  Aug.  S^,  1875.    MSS. 

Notes,  6r.  Brit. 
An  article  on  diplomatic  etiquette  is  given  in  Blackwood's  Mag.  for  Dec,  1873, 

vol.  114,  p.  667/. 
As  to  etiquette  observed  on  the  visit  of  the  Grand  Duke  Alexis,  of  Russia,  to 

Washington,  in  1877,  see  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Boker,  Mar.  7, 1877. 

MSS.  Inst.,  Russia. 

'<  It  is  the  custom  of  diplomatic  intercourse  for  a  foreign  representa- 
tive to  address  communications  in  his  own  tongue  to  the  Government 
to  which  he  is  accredited.  •  •  •  ,  The  request,  however,  for  a  French 
version  (in  Tripoli)  to  accompany  English  communications  is  regarded 
as  reasonable.'' 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Robeson,  Feb.  28,  1882.    MSS.  Inst., 
Barb.  Powers. 

Tbe  negotiations  in  1807-'O9  with  the  British  legation  at  Washington 
are  striking  illustrations  of  the  importance  of  courtesy  and  of  sincerity 
in  diplomatic  action.  The  circumstances  of  the  attack  on  the  Chesa- 
peake by  the  Leopard,  in  1807,  are  elsewhere  narrated,  and  it  will 
be  remembered  that  President  Jefferson,  immediately  after  the  occur- 
rence, demanded  reparation  and  apology  from  Great  Britain,  and  sim- 
ultaneously interdicted  all  British  armed  vessels  from  entering  the 
territoiial  waters  of  the  United  States,  (See  infra^  §  3156.)  The  Fox- 
Grenville  ministry  was  then  in  power  in  England,  and  Mr.  David  Mon 
tague  Erskine,  son  of  Lord  Erskine,  then  chancellor,  and  a  grandson 
of  the  Earl  of  Buchan,  was  sent  as  minister  to  the  United  States  for 
the  purpose  of  settling  not  merely  the  complications  connected  with 
the  outrage  on  the  Chesapeake,  but  those  arising  from  the  order  of 
council  of  1807,  by  which  the  British  ministry  had  placed  the  whole 
northeni  coast  of  Europe  under,  a  paper  blo';kade,  and  had  prohibited 
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all  neutral  coasting  trade  and  colonial  trade  between  belligerent  porta. 
(See  infra^  §  388.)  Mr.  Erskine'jH  selection  was  pecaliarly  fortonate. 
(See  more  fully,  supra^  §  84.)  He  had  no  little  skill  as  a  diplomatist 
(see  Lord  Erskine's  pamphlet  in  his  defense,  published  in  1807) ;  his 
wife  was  a  member  of  a  Philadelphia  family  of  high  social  |M>8itioii; 
he  inheiited  his  father's  kindly  manners  and  sweet  temper  without  his 
father's  occasional  tendency  to  dissipation ;  and  he  was  sincerely  desir- 
ous of  carrying  out  his  original  instructions  of  restoring  the  ^eudly 
relations  between  the  two  couutries.  It  is  true  that  on  the  fall  of  the 
Fox-Grenville  ministry,  his  instructions  were  less  conciliatory ;  but 
still,  taking  them  in  their  whole  scope,  he  conceived  he  was  only  carry- 
ing out  their  spirit  when  on  April  18,  1809,  he  concluded  with  Mr. 
Madison's  administration,  which  had  just  come  into  power,  a  conven 
tion  providing  that  on  the  repeal  of  the  orders  of  council  of  1807 
and  reparation  for  the  aggression  on  the  Chesapeake,  the  Presi- 
dent's proclamation  excluding  British  men  of- war  from  American  waters 
should  be  recalled,  and  commercial  intercourse  with  Great  Britain  re- 
stored. On  April  19  Mr.  Smith,  Secretary  of  State,  received  a  note 
from  Mr.  Erskine  stating  that  the  orders  of  council  in  qui  st ion  were  to 
be  withdrawn  on  June  10.  On  the  same  day  the  President  issued  a 
proclamation  declaring  that  trade  with  Great  Britain  was  to  be  resumed 
on  June  10,  and  this  was  followed  not  merely  by  a  series  of  public 
meetings  expressing  joy  at  the  peace  thus  to  be  firmly  established,  but 
by  the  introduction  in  the  House  (May  3, 1809),  by  Mr.  John  Randolph, 
of  a  resolution  declaring  ''that  the  promptitude  and  irankuess  with 
which  the  President  has  met  the  overtures  of  the  Government  of  Great 
Britain  towards  a  restoration  of  harmony  and  freer  commercial  inter- 
course between  the  two  nations  meet  the  approval  of  this  Hoose."  But 
before  this  resolution  could  be  acted  on,  intimations  from  England  lerl 
to  a  doubt  whether  the  British  ministry  would  ratify  Mr.  Erskincf's  con- 
vention; and  on  July  31  Mr.  Erskine  was  himself.compelled  to  announce 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  not  merely  his  own  recall,  but  the  repudiation 
of  the  convention  by  his  Government;  (See  svpra,  §  84.)  This  recall 
and  disavowal  were  the  result,  as  we  now  know,  of  a  belief,  partly  that 
the  party  divisions  in  New  England  would  paralyze  the.  Administra- 
tion, and  partly  that  the  tone  of  brutal  dictation  a  short  time  before 
assumed  toward  Denmark  might  with  a  like  success  be  assumed  towards 
the  United  States,  and  that  the  United  States  might,  by  such  dictation, 
be  forced  into  alliance  with  Great  Britain  and  war  with  France.  Bat 
whatever  might  be  the  cause,  the  result,  as  is  stated  by  Sir  A.  Alli- 
son, in  his  review  of  this  period  of  Britisli  history,  wa^  i>eculiarly 
unfortunate  for  Great  Britain,  as  it  prevented  a  settlement  by  which 
Great  Britain  would  have  been*  saved  from  the  war  of  1812,  and,  as  a 
counterpoise,  led  to  closer  relations  between  the  United  States  and 
France.    {Supra,  §  84.)  ^ 

The  recollection  of  the  attack  on  Denmark,  to  which  reference  has 
just  been  made,  had,  no  doubt,  something  to  do  with  Mr.  Canning^s  se- 
lection, as  the  successor  of  Mr.  Erskine,  of  Mr.  Francis  J.  Jackson,  who 
had  been  British  envoy  to  Denmark  at  the  time  of  the  projected  attack 
on  Oopenhagen,  and  who,  from  his  agency  in  that  outrage,  went  by  the 
name  of  "Copenhagen  Jackson."  In  a  remarkable  work,  published  in 
London  in  1872,*  by  a  member  of  Mr.  F.  J.  Jackson's  family,  we  have  a 
series  of  letters  from  Mr.  F.  J.  Jackson,  narrating  the  temper  in  which  he 

*The  diaries  and  letters  of  Sir  6.  Jacksou;  in  two  volumes,  London,  187:2;  eecood 
■eries,  under  title  of  the  ''  Bath  Archives/*  London,  1873. 
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visited  Denmark,  and  in  which  he  aiterwards  visited  the  United  States. 
In  a  letter  of  Angast  7,  1S07,  when  he  was  on  the  first  mission,  he  thus 
speaks :  "  I  had  an  interview  yesterday  with  the  Prince  Begent,  to  whom 
I  stated  that  I  was  ordered  to  demand  the  junction  of  the  Danish  fleet 
with  that  of  Great  Britain,  and  that  in  case  of  refusal  it  was  the  de- 
termination of  His  Majesty  to  enforce  it.  He  replied  that  ^  sach  a  pro- 
posal was  utterly  opposed  to  every  principle  of  honor,  and  that  the  men* 
ace  by  which  it  was  accompanied  made  it  still  more  offensive.'  ^  The 
^< surrender''  being  refused,  the  British  fleet,  coming  down  suddenly 
in  overpowering  strength,  made  the  attack.  The  Danes  resisted  to 
their  utmost.  ^^  They  have  already,"  so  Mr.  Jackson  writes  on  September 
1,  1807,  ^^  burnt  their  suburbs  and  destroyed  every  house  tliat  was 
likely  to  afford  shelter  to  our  people."  The  result  was,  to  follow  Mr. 
Jackson's  narrative  (Sept.  14,  1807),  because  Denmark  refused,  as  a 
neutral,  to  give  up  her  fleet  to  Great  Britain,  the  ^^  burning  a  capital 
city,  the  residence  of  a  court,  and  destroying  a  great  commercial 
depot."  And  the  upshot  of  this  ^'  negotiation  "  was  the  seizure  by  Great 
Britain,  without  declaration  of  war,  of  the  Danish  fleet,  Denmark  being 
at  the  time  at  peace  with  Great  Britain,  and  utterly  unawai*e  that  such 
an  attack  was  e\'en  dreamed  of.  Mr.  F.  J.  Jackson  was  therefore  famil- 
iar with  the  tone  adopted  by  British  diplomatists  to  minor  European 
states.  Bis  subsequent  public  dispatches  to  hi^  Government,  during  his 
mission  to  the  United  States,  show  that  he  was  not  without  pride  in  hav- 
ing adopted  that  tone  with  Denmark.  Even  more  transparently  is  this 
temper  exhibited  in  the  series  of  letters  above  noticed,  in  which  his  pri- 
vate correspondence  with  his  family  at  the  time  is  given.  According 
to  the  appendix  to  volume  I  of  the  second  series  the  matter  principally 
before  the  new  envoy  was  the  arrangement  of  the  difBculties  caused  by 
the  attack  on  the  Chesapeake  and  ^'  the  issuing,  by  President  Jefferson, 
of  a  proclamation,  dated  July  2,  1807,  interdicting  the  entry  of  all  the 
American  ports  to  the  whole  of  the  British  navy.  This  produced  fresh 
orders  in  council,  intended  to  support  British  maritime  rights  and  com- 
merce, and  to  counteract  Bonaparte's  continental  system.  America's 
wrath,"  so  the  editor  proceeds  to  say,  ^^  was  kindled  against  England 
for  resorting  to  measures  of  self-defense,  and  in  the  month  of  Decem- 
ber, 1807,  Mr.  Jefferson  succeeded  in  carrying  a  resolution  in  Congress 
tbat  all  trade  and  intercourse  with  foreign  nations  should  be  suspended. 
Bickerings  and  contentions  at  sea,  mutual  manifestoes,  embargoes,  stop- 
pages to  trade,  and  much  angry  diplomacy  followed.  In  this  state  mat- 
ters remained  down  to  the  declaration  of  war  in  June,  18JL2,  when  Mr. 
Madison,  who  passionately  desired  that  his  term  of  office  should  be  dis- 
tinguished by  the  annexation  of  Canada  to  the  United  States,  was  Pres 
ident." 

As  to  this  statement,  giving,  no  doubt,  Mr.  F.  J.  Jackson's  after  views 
of  the  object  and  nature  of  his  mission,  the  following  observations  may 
be  made: 

First  The  private  correspondence  of  the  parties  on  file  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  State,  as  well  as  the  official  correspondence  of  the  Department, 
shows  that  neither  Mr.  Jefferson  nor  Mr.  Madison  desired  war  with 
Great  Britain,  and  that  if  they  erred,  it  was  in  their  extreme  solicitude 
lor  peace.  It  may  be  safely  averred  that  the  consideration  which  drew 
them  finally  to  the  adoption  of  warlike  measures  was  the  fact  that  the 
grievances  ^hich  the  United  States  suffered  were  those  of  the  maritime 
and  commercial  interests,  which  both  Mr.  Jefferson  and  Mr.  Madison 
felt,  iirom  their  own  personal  association  with  the  agricultural  classes, 
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and  from  their  wish  to  subdue  sectioual  and  class  rivalries,  a  peculiar 
desire  to  protect. 

Second.  Mr.  Madison,  as  his  correspondence  shows,  had  not  only  no 
desire  for  the  ^^  annexation  of  Canada,''  but  such  an  annexation,  coupled 
as  it  would  be  with  a  protracted  and  deadly  war  with  Great  Britain, 
was  to  his  peaceful  and  unaggressive  temper  a  contingency  i>ecaliarly 
dreaded. 

Third.  With  instructions  on  their  face  friendly  Mr.  F.  J.  Jackson,  as 
wo  now  learn  from  his  private  letters,  was  under  orders  to  grant  noth- 
ing, but  simply  to  "temporize"  and  to  ** postpone''  actual  concession. 
But  while  thus  putting  off  the  granting  of  reparation  for  the  outrages 
to  which  the  United  States  had  been  subjected,  he  felt  that  be  was 
playing  the  part  to  which  he  was  assigned,  and  for  which  his  prior  dip- 
lomatic achievements  fitted  him,  when,  repudiating  Mr.  Erskine's  coarse 
of  kindly  and  courteous  treatment  of  the  Government  at  Washinirton, 
he  began  by  exhibiting  to  that  Government  an  attitude  of  arrogance. 

His  first  letter  in  the  American  series  is  dated  at  Washington  on 
October  7,  1809.  He  begins  with  a^  slur  at  Mr.  Erskine,  whom  he 
describes  as  a  ^'Scotchman  with  an  American  wife,  who  would  be  a 
fine  lady,  who  left  his  house  in  such  a  state  of  ruin  and  dirt  that  it  will 
be  several  weeks  before  we  can  attempt  to  move  in  it."  He  is  ready  at 
the  outset  to  plunge  into  party  politics.  *^Mauy  of  the  Democrats  who 
were  his  (Erskine's)  intimates  do  not  come  to  me,  and  I  am  well  pleased 
and  somewhat  flattered  by  the  distinction." 

Of  bis  first  interview  with  Mr.  Madison  he  thus  proceeds  to  speak: 

'^  Madison,  the  President,  is  a  plain  and  rather  mean  looking  little 
man,  of  great  simplicity  of  manners,  and  an  inveterate  enemy  to  fonn 
and  ceremony,  so  much  so  that  1  was  ofiicially  informed  that  my  intro 
duction  to  him  was  to  be  considered  as  nothing  more  than  the  receptioo 
of  one  gentleman  by  another,  and  that  no  particular  dress  wqs  to  be 
worn  on  the  occasion,  all  of  which  I  was  very  willing  to  acquiesce  in. 
Accordingly,  1  went  in  an  afternoon  frock,  and  found  the  President  in 
similar  attire.  Smith,  the  Secretary  of  State,  who  had  walked  from  his 
office  to  join  me,  had  on  a  pair  of  dusty  boots,  and  his  round  hat  in  his 
hand.  When  he  had  introduced  us,  he  retired,  and  the  President  then 
asked  me  to  take  a  chair. 

'^  While  we  were  talking  a  negro  servant  brought  in  some  glasses  of 
punch  and  a  seed  cake.  The  former,  as  1  had  been  in  conference  the 
whole  morning,  served  very  agreeably  to  wet,  or  whet,  my  whistle,  and 
still  more  strongly  to  contrast  this  audience  with  others  1  had  had  with 
njost^of  the  sovereigns  of  Europe." 

Of  Mrs.  Madison  he  declares  (having  Mrs.  Austen  in  mind)  that  she 
^*  is  fat  and  forty,  but  not  fair,"  and  he  proceeds  to  make  some  dis- 
paraging and  untrue  statements  as  to  her  early  training,  which  it  is 
not  worth  while  here  to  repeat,  but  which  he  qualifies  by  intimating 
that  the  same  peculiarities  attached  to  Mrs.  Merry,  the  wife  of  one 
of  his  predecessors,  whose  social  pretensions,  as  we  will  see,  caused  bO 
much  difficulty  at  Washington.  On  October  20  he  writes  to  his 
brother  that  ^^  Erskine  is  really  a  greater  fool  than  1  could  have 
thought  it  possible  to  be,  and  it  is  charity  to  give  him  that  name. 
*  *  *  Now  that  1  have  gone  through  all  his  correspondence,  more 
than  ever  am  1  at  a  loss  to  comprehend  how  he  could  have  been  allowed 
to  remain  here  for  the  last  two  years.  To  be  obliged  to  wade  throng 
such  a  mass  of  folly  and  stupidity,  and  to  observe  how  our  country  has 
been  made,  through  Erskine's  means,  the  instrument  of  these  people's 
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cunuiDg,  18  Dot  the  least  part  of  my  annoyance.  Between  thein  our 
cau8C  is  vilified  indeed.  •  •  •  In  the  same  spirit  they  began  with 
me  by  saying  they  would  only  negotiate  upon  paper.  (See  as  to  this, 
bvpra,  §  80^.)  Bnt  they  have  gained  nothing  by  this  mode,  in  which  I 
was  obliged  to  acquiesce,  for  I  took  it  np  in  a  style  that  brought  them, 
in  some  degree,- to  their  senses."  '^Madison  is  now  as  obstinate  as  a 
mule.  •  •  •  If  after  this  we  give  them  any  satisfaction  at  all  we 
had  better  send  it  wrapped  up  in  a  British  ensign,  and  desire  them  to 
make  what  use  of  it  they  please.  You  see  I  keep  to  Lord  Malmsbury's 
mnxim,  *  bos  eii  hauV  •  •  •  A  bad  effect  is  produced  by  the  min- 
ister of  the  junta  remaining  here  even  till  be  can  receive  fresh  oitlers. 
It  will  encourage  these  people  in  their  insolence.''  *' At  bottom  they 
(Democrats  and  Federalists)  are  all  alike,  except  that  some  few  are  less 
knaves  than  others."  "I  came,"  he  writes  on  November  14,  1809, 
after  he  found  his  tone  of  menace  and  of  insult,  as  adopted  by  him 
in  his  correspondence,  had  failed,  <^  prepared  to  treat  with  a  regular 
Government,  and  have  had  to  do  with  a  mob  and  mob  leaders."  "Do 
not  imagine"  (he  being  by  this  time  notified  that  his  recall  would 
be  asked,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  correspond  with 
him  after  he  had  charged  the  Secretary  with  duplicity  and  falsehood), 
'Mliat  this  is  a  personal  affair.  I  have  taken  high  ground  for  my  coun- 
try, and  it  was  highly  necessary.  *  •  *  I  have  my  passports. 
•  •  •  My  object  was  to  secure  safety  and  inviolability  for  my  own 
person,  for  my  famil^^  and  the  other  members  of  the  mission,  on  remov- 
ing from  Washington,  in  consequence  of  the  outrageous  and  threaten- 
ing language  of  the  Democrats  and  the  papers  that  express  their  opin- 
iouH  and  feelings."  On  November  21  Mrs.  Jackson  thus  states  her  hus- 
band's position,  he  having  retired  to  Baltimore,  out  of  the  reach  of  the 
'•threats":  "We  jiassed  the  first  two  months  at  Washington,  the  seat 
of  Government,  but  Francis  being  accustomed  to  treat  witti  the  civilized 
courts  and  Governments  of  Europe,  and  not  with  savage  Democrats, 
half  of  them  sold  to  France,  has  not  succeeded  in  his  negotiation." 
''It  would  be  an  absolute  disgrace  to  the  country,"  he  writes  on 
May  1,  1810,  from  New  York,  which  was  his  next  retreat,  ♦  •  • 
"if  another  minister  were  to  be  sent  here  without  some  sort  of  satis- 
faction being  taken  or  received  for  the  treatment  I  received."  "A 
more  despicable  set"  (the  Administration)  '*I  never  met  with  be- 
fore, and  they  can  do  neither  England  nor  any  other  country  any 
harm.  They  are  as  deficient  in  talent  as  in  principle,"  and  ho  goes  on 
to  detail  "  a  disgraceful  outrage  that  took  place  in  that  dirty  nest  of 
philosophy,  Philadelphia."  "We  have  repeated  opportunities"  (so  he 
writes  on  August  24, 1812,  three  years  after  his.  return  to  England),  "of 
doing  what  is  right  to  the  Yankees,  but  still  hold  back.  I  do  hope  that 
before  this  business  (negotiation)  is  ended  we  may  fall  in  with  one  of 
their  frigates.  Sawyer,  with  his  force,  ought  to  show  their  whole  navy 
across  the  Atlantic."  But  on  December  22, 1812,  after  the  war  had 
begun,  he  writes:  "As  to  the  conduct  of  the  naval  war  against  the 
Americans,  it  would  disgrace  the  sixth  form  of  Eton  or  Westminster." 
This,  and  the  dinasters  of  the  war,  with  the  scars  it  left  behind,  might 
have  been  spareil,  had  Mr.  Erskine's  course  been  sustained  by  the  Brit- 
ish ministry,  or,  if  that  were  impracticable,  if  he  had  been  succeeded  by 
a  minister  with  whom  the  Government  of  the  United  States  could  have 
negotiated  without  loss  of  self  respect.  There  was  no  course,  under  the 
circumstances,  but  to  request  Mr.  Jackson's  recall,  and  the  increase  of 
Ul-feeling  between  the  Ooveniments  which  this  request  caused,  coupled 
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with  the  persistent  pressnre  of  the  grievances  of  which  the  Unit^  States 
(*omp1ained,  led,  after  the  interm^iate  faiiare  of  Mr.  Foster's  missioo, 
to  war. 

Sir  A.  Alison  thas  notices  Mr.  Jackson's  dismissal,  which  he  regards 
as  a  provocation  to  war,  and  as  a  chief  incident  in  the  chain  of  events 
by  which  the  war  of  1812  was  forced: 

^^It  may  well  be  imagined  what  a  storm  of  indignation  was  raised  in 
the  United  States  when  the  intelligence  of  the  refusal  of  the  Briti^ 
Government  to  ratify  Mr.  Erskine's  convention  wa«  received,  and  faov 
prodigiously  it  strengthened  the  hands  of  the  party  already  in  power 
and  snpported  by  a  decided  msyority  of  the  nation,  which  was  resolved 
at  all  hazards,  and  against  their  most  obvious  interests,  to  involve  the 
country  in  a  war  with  Great  Britain.  Mr.  Erskine,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
was  recalled,  and  Mr.  Jackson  succeeded  him  as  British  envoy  at  Wash- 
ington; but  his  reception  was  such,  from  the  very  outset,  aa  left  littJe 
hope  of  an  amicable  termination  of  the  differences.  From  the  Pr^ 
tlent's  table,  where  the  English  minister  was  treated  with  marked  ii- 
diffcrence,  if  not  studied  insult,  to  the  lowest  alehouse  in  the  United 
States,  there  was  nothing  but  one  storm  of  indignation  against  the 
monstrous  arrogance  of  the  British  maritime  pretensions  and  the  da- 
plicity  and  bad  faith  of  their  Government.  Unhappily  the  elections  for 
Congress  took  place  during  this  whirlwind  of  passion,  and  such  was  the 
ascendency  which  the  Democratic  party  acquired  in  the  legislature  fnm 
this  circumstance  that  it  was  plain  that  all  hopes  of  aecommodation  were 
at  an  end.  Mr.  Jackson  continued,  however,  at  the  American  cajntal, 
striving  to  allay  the  prevailing  indignation  and  renew  the  negotiation 
where  Mr.  Erskine  had  left  it  off;  but  it  was  all  in  vain,  and,  afters 
stormy  discussion  of  twenty -five  days  in  the  House  of  Bepreaentatives, 
it  was  determined,  by  a  great  majority,  to  break  off  all  communicatioD 
with  the  British  envoy ;  and  Mr.  Pinkney,  the  American  envoy  in  Lon- 
don, was  directed  to  request  the  recall  of  Mr.  Jackson,  whose  firmness 
the  American  Government  found  themselves  unable  to  overcome;  and 
this  was  at  once  acceded  to  by  the  British  administration." 

10  Alison's  History  of  Europe,  651  jf. 

As  to  this  Statement  it  may  be  remarked : 

(1)  Mr.  Jackson's  reception  was  one  of  peculiar  consideration.  Mr. 
Madison  was  then  at  Montpelier,  his  country  residence;  but  he  directed 
that  a  barge,  duly  manned,  should  be  sent  from  Washington  down  Uie 
Potomac  to  bring  Mr.  Jackson  to  the  city  more  expeditiously  than  coqM 
be  done  by  the  packet  by  which  he  was  to  have  come  up  from  Norfolk 
Mr.  Madison,  as  we  learn  from  the  private  correspondence  ou  file  at 
the  Department  of  State,  transmitted,  through  Mr.  Smith,  Secretaiy 
of  State,  to  Mr.  Jackson,  cordial  expressions  of  regret  that  he  was 
obliged  to  be  absent  from  Washington  at  the  time  of  Mr.  Jacksons 
arrival,  inviting,  in  terms  of  great  friendliness,  Mr.  Jackson  to  vi^t 
Montpelier.  Mr.  Jackson  acknowledges  this  in  one  of  those  singular 
letters  he  wrote  to  his  family  shortly  after  his  arrival — letters  of  vaiu- 
glorious  satisfaction  a^  the  attention  paid  him  and  of  condescending 
contempt  for  the  Government  by  whom  those  attentions  were  paid. 
It  was  not  unnatural  it  should  have  been  so.  The  desire  on  the  part  of 
Mr.  Madison,  always  placable  and  gentle,  to  avoid  a  rupture  with  Great 
Britain  was  then,  as  we  now  know,  very  strong.  Mr.  Smith,  Secretaiy 
of  State,  was,  as  connected  with  a  large  commercial  house,  enlisted  by 
interest  in  the  same  policy ;  and  Mr.  Gallatin,  whose  influence  in  the 
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Cabiuet  far  traosceiided  that  of  his  associates,  was  devoted  to  the  main- 
teoance  of  peace,  which  was  at  once  a  part  of  his  political  philosophy 
and  esseutial  to  his  finaDcial  schemes.  But  while  the  zeal  shown  to 
coDciliate  Mr.  JacksoD  was  not  QDnaturaK  it  is  uot  surprising  that  lie 
should  have  detailed  to  his  family  the  exhibition  of  this  zeal  with  self- 
complimentary  complacency.  Ministers  from  the  United  States  of  no 
little  eminence  had  visited  London  prior  to  Mr.  Jackson's  mission. 
Mr.  John  Adams,  at  the  time  the  leading  statesman  of  his  country,  had 
gone  there  as  its  first  envoy,  and  had  been  received  with  surly  neg- 
lect, and  placed,  as  he  tells  us,  in  social  ostracism.  Mr.  Jay,  Mr.  T. 
Pinckney,  Mr.  Monroe,  and  Mr,  William  Tinkney,  men  of  singular 
courtesy,  cultivation,  and  dignity,  were  certainly  not  met  in  advance 
with  barges  on  the  Thames  to  make  more  comfortable  their  pass- 
age over  that  river,  nor  do  their  letters  tell  us  of  any  marked  social 
courtesies  bestowed  on  them  by  members  of  the  Government.  Pait  of 
the  remembrance  of  this  may  have  led  Mr.  Jackson,  familiar  as  he  was 
with  the  annals  of  British  diplomacy,  to  narrate  to  his  family  with  pe- 
culiar zest  the  honors,  almost  obsequious  as  he  describes  them,  which 
were  showered  on  him  when  he  reached  Washington.  While  this,  how- 
ever, need  uot  surprise  us,  we  would  be  entitled,  from  what  we  now 
know  of  the  facts,  to  be  surprised  that,  after  his  '^  Copenhagen  "  men- 
aces had  provoked  the  rebuff  due  them,  and  after  the  charge,  made  by 
him  against  the  Administration,  of  falsehood  and  duplicity,  had  been 
met  by  a  refusal  to  hold  further  intercourse  with  him,  even  he  should 
have  had  the  audacity  to  tell  his  Government  that  he  had  been  received 
at  Washington  with  rudeness  and  insult;  that  he  was  in  danger  from 
the  Washington  '<  mob,"  and  that  the  tone  of  society  there  was  so  low 
that  he  and  his  wife  could  no  longer  abide  it,  but  must  move  the  lega- 
tion to  New  York. 

(2)  The  "President's  table"  is  referred  toby  Sir  A.  Alison  as  the 
scene  "of  marked  indifference,  if  not  of  studied  insult,"  to  Mr.  Jackson, 
and  from  this  table  "to  the  lowest  ale-house  in  the  United  States,"  we 
are  told,  "there  was  nothing  but  one  storm  of  indignation,"  &c.  Ko 
doubt  thitf  is  what  Mr.  Jackson  told  his  Government  after  his  dismissal; 
but  nis  letters,  written  to  his  family  at  the  time  of  his  reception,  and 
before  his  misconduct  led  to  his  dismissal,  show  that  this  statement 
was  untrue.  In  the  next  section  will  be  given  Mr.  Jackson's  contem- 
poraneous account  of  his  reception  at  the  "  President's  table,"  and  of 
the  contemptuous  conceit  with  which  he  received  on  his  first  visit  to 
Mr.  Madison  the  simple  hospitalities  which  it  was  natural  for  Mr.  Madi- 
son, as  a  quiet,  unostentatious,  and  unaffected  Virginia  gentleman,  to 
pay.  Mrs.  Madison's  singular  grace  and  dignity,  of  which  few  observers 
but  Mr.  Jackson  were  unconscious,  he  indeed  does  not  notice  in  the 
letter  written  by  him  immediately  on  his  first  visit ;  but  he  regales  his 
family  with  a  statement  about  her  early  life,  which,  false  as  it  is,  is  too 
base  to  be  here  repeated.  He  goes  with  his  wife,  however,  to  dine  with 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Madison,  and  the  honors  there  paid  him  he  dilates  on 
{infra^  §*107a)  in  a  detail  which  shows  how  without  foundation  are  his 
subsequent  fabrications  about  insults  at  the  "President's  table." 
When  the  equally  famous  dinner  invitation  was  tenderecl  Mr.  Merry, 
Mr.  Jefferson's  daughters  were  absent,  and  Mr.  Jefferson  gave  only  in- 
formal dinners,  following  the  French  usage  under  such  circumstances 
which  prevailed  when  he  was  at  Paris.  There  was  no  "lady,"  there- 
fore, "at  the  table"  for  Mr.  Merry  to  "take  in."  When  Mr.  Merry 
demanded   that  the  attention  of  precedence  should  be  paid  him  it 
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was  impossible  to  accede  to  his  demaDd,  as  otherwise  he  wooUl 
have  bad  to  walk  in  advance  with  Mr.  Jefferson,  leaving  his  own  wife 
behind.  A$iide  from  this,  it  was  impossible  for  Mr.  Jefferson,  either 
ajs  President  or  as  a  gentleman  in  his  own  house,  giving  an  iufonnal 
entertainment,  to  admit  a  claim  to  arrange  the  order  of  his  table 
made  by  the  British  minister  as  a  matter  of  right.  So  it  was  that  the 
reqnest  to  give  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Merry  precedence  at  Mr.  Jefferson^s  table 
was  declined,  as  will  be  presently  noticed  more  fully,  and  this  was  F^ 
ported  to  the  British  Government,  and  dwelt  upon  by  English  writers, 
as  a  mark  of  disrespect  and  a  cause  of  grievance.  Mr.  Madison  recol- 
lected this  well,  and,  Mrs.  Madison  being  at  his  side  to  help  him,  he  took 
pains,  in  his  own  simple  and  kindly  way,  to  arrange  matters  so  as  to 
avoid  the  prior  difficulties.  The  second  *^ dinner  arrangement,"  which 
was  to  take  so  conspicuous  a  part  in  our  diplomatic  relations  with  Great 
Britain,  was  then  made  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jackson 
the  position  they  claimed—Mrs.  Madison  leading  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr. 
Madison  Mrs.  Jackson ;  which  distinction  Mr.  Jackson,  as  we  will  pres- 
ently see  (infrtty  §  107a),  dwells  on  with  satisfaction  in  a  letter  written 
to  his  tVimily  immediately  after  the  event,  not  refraining  from  mention 
ing  how  much  more  successful  his  "diplomacy"  had  been  in  this  respect 
than  that  of  Mr.  Merry,  nor  from  intimating  that  Mrs.  Merry's  origin 
was  such  as  to  place  her  under  some  sort  of  stigma,  which  may  have 
been  the  cause,  he  may  have  desired  to  suggest,  why,  even  at  Washing- 
ton, precedence  was  not  allowed  to  her.  But  however  this  may  be, 
Mr.  Jackson's  subsequent  statements  of  "insults  at  the  President^ 
table,"  sent  by  him  to  the  British  Government  and  adopted  by  Britii^ii 
historians,  are  shown  to  be  untrue  by  his  own  family- letters  contem- 
poraneous  with  tbe  event.  That  they  were  from  the  nature  of  thing^s 
untrue,  no  one  ever  has  doubted  who  is  familiar  with  the  simple  bnt 
gracious  and  uniformly  considerate  manners  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Madison 
and  the  refined  and  studied  courtesy  of  Mr.  Gallatin,  who  was  Mr. 
Madison's  chief  friend  and  adviser,  and  who  from  his  gentle  birth  and 
training  at  Geneva  was  at  least  as  competent  as  Mr.  Jackson  to  decide 
questions  of  social  bearing. 

(3)  Tbe  personal  indignities  at  Washington  claimed  by  Mr.  Jackson 
to  have  been  received  by  him,  have  been  already  noticed  {snpra^  §94). 
The  upshot  of  these  was  that  Mr.  Jackson  attempted  to  bully  and  brov- 
beat  the  Government,  that  he  was  told  that  after  such  an  insult  no 
further  intercourse  could  be  held  with  him,  and  that  he  at  once  an- 
nounced that  he  would  move  the  legation  to  New  York.  It  is  not  true 
that  he  met  with  any  indignities  at  Washington  beyond  this  meYiied  re- 
fusal by  the  members  of  the  Administration,  and  of  its  leading  snpport- 
ers,  to  associate  with  him  personally,  or  to  receive  any  further  com- 
munications from  him.  There  was  no  complaint  whatever  made  by  him 
of  such  indignities  until  after  this  repulse.  There  is  no  country  in  which 
diplomatic  immunities  are  so  highly  regarded  as  in  the  United  States^ 
There  are  no  courts  which,  as  we  have  seen  {snpra^  §  9Ii),  place  so  strong 
a  guard  on  these  immunities  as  the  courts  of  tbe  United  States,  Federal 
and  State.  No  f ulers  have  ever  lent  a  more  attentive  ear  and  extended 
a  prompter  arm  to  bring  offenders  in  such  cases  before  the  courts  than 
the  successive  Presidents  of  the  United  States.  Mr.  Jackson,  as  an  ex- 
perienced diplomatist,  must  have  been  aware  how  often  foreign  minis' 
ters  in  London  had  appealed,  sometimes  ineffectively,  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  British  authorities.  He  could  not,  also,  have  been  uncon- 
scious of  the  masterly  skill  as  well  as  quiet  courage  with  which,  as  the 
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highest  English  aatborities  on  international  law  now  concede,  had  been 
•discharged  the  international  daties  of  the  successive  Administrations 
of  the  United  States'  down  to  the  period  of  his  arrival.  He  must  have 
known  that  if  any  indignities  had  been  offered  to  him  or  his  legation 
it  was  only  necessary  for  him  to  state  the  fact  to  the  Secretary,  of  State 
in  order  to  obtain  redress.  He  made  no  such  statement,  because  there 
^was  no  such  indignity  offered  to  him.  He  withdrew  from  Washington 
^hen  his  intolerable  insolence  made  it  impossible  for  the  Government 
to  deal  officially  with  him,  and  when,  incensed  as  were  the  publicists 
.and  statesmen  of  the  continent  of  Europe  at  his  overbearing  conduct 
at  Copenhagen,  as  well  as  at  the  arbitrary  and  arrogant  tone  assumed 
by  his  Government  even  to  those  European  powers  with  which  it  was  at 
peace,  he  found  at  Washington  no  defenders  among  the  diplomatic  corps. 
He  left  his  post  partly  b^ause  in  a  place  consisting  almost  entirely 
•of  official  society  he  thus  isolated  himself  and  terminated  his  relations 
with  the  Government,  and  partly  because,  to  his  peculiar  comprehension, 
«uch  a  departure  was  to  be  regarded,  as  his  departure  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances from  Copenhagen  had  been,  as  a  final  threat  of  the  swift  pun- 
ishment he  expected  his  Government  to  inflict.  But  the  falsity  of  the 
•pretext  he  afterwards  setup  of  indignities  offered  to  him  by  Washington 
*^  mobs"  is  shown,  not  merely  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case. which 
4Dade,  as  we  will  presently  see,  such  ^^  mobs''  impossible,  but  by  the  fact 
that  at  the  time  he  neither  mentioned  them  to  his  family,  in  the  copious 
correspondence  he  maintained  with  them,  nor  asked  of  this  Government 
protection  from  them.  The  only  complaint  bearing  on  the  subject  that 
is  discoverable  is  the  following : 

'^As  Mr.  Jackson  has  been  already  once  most  grossly  insulted  by  the 
inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Hampton,  in  the  unprovoked  language  of 
abuse  held  by  them  to  several  officers  bearing  the  King's  uniform,  when 
those  offlcem  were  themselves  violently  assaulted  and  put  in  imminent 
danger,"  he  requests  a  passport  fbr  himself  and  family. 

Mr.  Oakley,  British  Seo.  of  Legation^  to  Mr.  Smith,  Seo.  of  State,  undated  (re- 
ceived Nov.  11,  1809).    3  Ani.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Bel.),  319. 

If  the  anecdotes  told  in  Mr.  Jackson's  family  letters  of  Mr.  Oakley's 
inefficiency  and  absurdity  are  to  be  relied  on,  Mr.  Oakley's  state- 
ments are  not  to  be  regarded  as  high  authority.  But  giving  this  sol- 
itary complaint  which  was  made  by  the  British  legation  of  insults  to 
Mr.  Jackson  (sent,  also,  after  Mr.  Jackson's  dismissal),  its  utmost  sig- 
nification, it  reduces  the  insults  to '^  unprovoked  language  of ^ abuse" 
held  by  ^'  several "  "  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Hampton "  (a 
little  fishing  village  in  Virginia  near  the  mouth  of  the  James  River)  "  to 
several  officers  bearing  the  King's  uniform,"  abuse  of  these  ofiSicers 
being  by  constraction  abuse  of  Mr.  Jackson,  who  was  not  within  an 
hundred  miles  ot  the  place.  Mr.  Jackson,  having  previously  been 
dismissed  from  Washington,  asked,  upon  this  '^insult,"  ^'his  pass- 
port" But  what  tor  f  To  leave  the  country  t  To  do  this  he  had  no 
intention.  His  ^^  passport"  was  to  take  him  to  Philadelphia  or  New 
York,  there  to  set  up  his  legation  as  a  center  of  hostile  operations  by 
acting  on  parties  whom  he  supposed  disaffected  to  the  Government. 

So  far  as  Washington  is  concerned,  the  pretense  set  up  afterwards 
by  Mr.  Jackson  to  cover  his  retreat,  that  it  was  governed  by  a  "  mob," 
who  threatened  him  with  personal  violence,  is  absurdly  untrue.  Wash- 
ington was  at  the  time,  as  he  himself  in  his  family  letters  declares,  a 
mere  hamlet,  and  in  such  a  hamlet,  a  day's  long  journey  even  from 
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Baltimore,  do  mob  eoalcl  be  oollected  for  any  parpofie  whatsoever.  Kor, 
if  ^'  mobbing  ^  was  to  be  done,  would  anything  be  more  unlikely  thao 
that  the  British  minister  should  have  been  selected  as  its  victim.  The 
Federalists  in  Congress,  thoagh  not  numeroas  in  those  days,  atlacked 
the  Administration  with  a  virulence  almost  without  parallel  in  oar 
history  ^  and  it  is  sufficient  to  read  Mr.  Quincy's  speech  on  Mr.  Jack- 
son's mission  to  see  that  if  there  had  been  any  danger  of  insalt  to  be 
feared,  that  danger  was  to  have  been  feared  by  Mr.  Quincy  and  thofie  who 
sustained  him  in  his  vehement  assaults  on  the  Administration,  and  nd 
by  Mr.  Jackson,  whose  misdeeds  were  covered  by  the  veil  of  diplomatic 
confidence.  But  there  was  no  danger  of  personal  insult  to  any  one.  Hie 
fault  of  the  Administration  was  not  undue  belligerent  animosity,  but 
imdne  pacific  tendencies  toward  Great  Britain,  and  so  Mr.  Qnincy  ad- 
mitted, when  he  declared  in  Congress,  in  words  which  show  how  tolerant 
was  public  sentiment,  that  the  submissiveness  of  the  Administration  to 
Great  Britain  was  such  that  it  could  not  '^  even  be  kicked  into  a  war."  It 
is  not  necessary  to  ascribe  Mr.  Jackson's  flight  from  Washington  to  fear. 
It  was  probat)ly  partly  in  anger,  partly  in  conformity  with  the  ^^Gopeo- 
hagen  "  precedent,  as  above  noticed.  But  a  hasty  and  angry  departure 
there  was,  and  a  removal  ^^  of  the  legation  to  Kew  York,"  preceded  by  a 
sort  of  political  progress  through  Baltimore  and  Philadelphia,  wheie, 
according  to  his  own  account  and  that  of  his  wife,  so  far  from  being  met 
with  insults  (though  there  at  least  he  wa«  in  cities  where  mobs  were  possi- 
ble), he  and  his  family  were  overwhelmed  with  even  oppressive  hospi- 
talities. After  these  alleged  ovations  he  moved  to  New  York  and  Bos- 
ton, where  similar  receptions  he  declared  awaited  him.  When  be 
arrived  at  Boston  he  was  entertained  by  ^the  extreme  Federalists,  then, 
according  to  Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  brooding  over  schemes  of  disunion,  at* 
dinner  in  which  he  gave  a  toast  so  flagitiously  insolent  to  the  Oovenb 
ment  that  Mr.  Madison  was  compelled  to  direct  that  his  recall  shcmld 
be  immediately  demanded.  Sir  A.  Alison  thinks  that  this  was  one  ot 
the  causes  of  the  war  of  1812.  The  dismissal  by  itself  was  not  such  % 
cause,  for  it  was  justly  merited.  But  the  announcement  of  the  British 
Government  that  it  saw  no  reason  to  be  displeased  with  Mr.  Jackson's 
conduct  should  have  been  met  by  tbe  Gk)vernment  of  the  United  States 
with  a  demand  for  a  retraction,  the  refusal  of  which  to  have  be^i  fol- 
lowed by  a  declaration  of  war,  anticipating  by  three  years  that  of  1812. 
Had  a  minister,  accredited  by  the  United  States  to  the  Britisli  Got- 
ernment,  begun  his  work  by  dictating  to  the  head  of  that  Gk>vemmem 
in  what  way  he  was  to  be  socially  entertained;  had  he  started  off  od 
his  diplomatic  career  by  charging  that  Government  with  ^sehood  and 
duplicity  in  its  prior  negotiations;  had  he  admitted,  when  this  w» 
gravely  pointed  out  to  him,  that  such  was  his  intention,  and  repealed 
the  ofi'ense ;  had  he  declared,  when  further  intercourse  with  him  was 
refused,  that  he  would  no  longer  remain  at  the  seat  of  Government,  and, 
supposing  the  seat  of  Government  was  then  at  some  seclnded  village, 
announced  that  he  left  from  fear  of  "the  mob ;"  if,  after  such  a  depart- 
ure, ai)d  after  being  requested  to  leave  the  country,  instead  of  doing  so 
he  had  gone  on  a  progress  through  a  series  of  cities,  in  which  alooe 
*'  mobs^  could  have  been  collected,  exciting  opposition  to  the  Adminis- 
tration and  giving  *' toasts"  insulting  it;  if,  after  the  Government (tf 
the  United  States  had  been  informed  of  this  conduct,  it  had  indeed  r^ 
called  the  minister,  but  announced  that  it  saw  nothing  in  his  proceed- 
ings to  disapprove  of;  if  such  should  have  been  the  course  taken  hy  the 
United  States  to  Great  Britain,  the  reply  would  have  been  "  yon  mual 
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apologize  for  insults  so  flagrant  and  for  actions  so  derogatory  to  oar 
position  as  a  great  power,  claiming  at  least  equality  with  any  power  on 
the  globe.  Yon  mnst  not  only  recall  your  minister  bat  yon  mast  dis- 
avow his  proceedings." 

That  this  coarse  was  not  taken  by  Mr.  Madison  is  to  be  explained  by 
his  constitutional  aversion  to  war,  strengthened  by  the  conviction  which 
he  had  inherited  from  Mr.  Jefferson,  and  which  was  shared  by  Mr. 
Gallatin,  his  chief  adviser,  that  war,  in  itself,  a  great  evil,  would  be 
peculiarly  so  when  waged  by  the  United  States,  with  resources  as  yet 
imperfectly  developed,  with  a  coast  as  yet  unfortified,  with  a  navy  as 
yet  in  embryo,  against  Great  Britain,  then  unchallenged  sovereign  of  the 
seas,  to  whom,  in  spite  of  the  hardness  and  arrogance  of  her  treatment 
of  hen  colonies,  which  Burke  had  so  vividly  described,  and  which  con- 
tinued to  marK  her  demeanor  to  the  United  States,  a  large  portion  of 
the  country  still  looked  with  an  affection  which  even  two  wars  have  not 
been  able  yet  to  extinguish.  But  more  than  any  pnrely  personal  affair 
since  the  Bevolation  did  Mr.  Jackson's  conduct  in  his  mission  and  its 
approval  by  the  British  Government  tend  to  render  ttie  preservation 
of  peace  difficult,  and  this  detailed  notice  of  his  mission  may  be  of 
service  in  this  place  for  the  purpose  of  illustrnting  the  importance 
in  diplomatic  intercourse  of  courtesy,  of  candor,  of  rruthfiilness,  of 
manly  courage  and  dignity,  and  of  scrupulous  avoidance  of  interfer- 
ence in  the  domestic  politics  of  the  country  of  residence.  It  is  for- 
tunate that  the  recent  ingenuous  publication  of  Mr.  Jackson's  family 
correspondence,  and  the  possession  by  the  Department  of  State  of  .the 
private  papers  of  Mr.  Jefferson,  Mr.  Madison,  and  Mr.  Monroe  have 
brought  to  light  the  true  circumstances  of  Mr.  Jackson's  dismissal — a 
dismissal  which  was  made  by  the  British  administration  at  the  time,  as 
well  as  by  British  historians  subsequently,  a  ground  for  grave  com- 
plaint against  the  United  States.  The  dismissal  was  a  necessity :  the 
approval  of  his  conduct  by  Great  Britain  was  an  insult  which  no  nigh- 
spirited  nation  should  have  tamely  borne. 

The  change  produced  by  the  war  of  1812  in  the  tone  of  the  British 
ministers  at  Washington  is  very  marked.  '< Their  first  war  with  Eng- 
land," said  the  London  Times  in  April,  1817,  speaking  of  the  Unit^ 
States,  <^  made  them  independent ;  their  second  made  them  formidable." 
(3  Schouler,  U.  S.,  22.)  With  this  consciousness  on  the  part  of  England, 
the  English  attitude  to  the  United  States  underwent  a  change.  Bagot, 
who  was  the  first  permanent  minister  after  the  war,  was  not  merely  an 
experienced  practical  diplomatist,  but  a  man  of  kindly  temper,  of  con- 
siderate manners,  and  of  a  social  position  at  home  so  high  as  not  to 
make  him  think  it  necessary  to  set  up  pretensions  to  superiority  when 
abroad.  He  was  assisted  also  by  a  wife  whose  attractiveness  and  good 
sense  added  greatly  to  his  popularity  in  all  quarters.  Under  the  era  of 
ministers  which  thus  began  the  diplomatic  relations  between  the  coun- 
tries were  freed  from  those  irritating  elements  by  which  they  had  been 
disturbed  prior  to  the  war. 

Of  the  ministers  who  served  the  United  States  in  London  in  those 
troubled  days  it  may  at  least  be  said  that  they  were  not  only  well  Versed 
in  that  system  of  international  law  in  relation  to  neutral  rights,  in  form- 
ulating which  the  United  States  is  now  universally  acknowledged  to 
have  taken  the  lead,  but  that  they  were  men  of  marked  dignity  and 
courtesy,  on  whom  even  the  most  supercilious  critic  could  make  no  per- 
sonal criticism  and  to  whom  no  one  of  the  British  secretaries  with  whom 
they  did  business  imputed  any  personal  fault.    Of  Mr.  Jay  and  of  Mr. 
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Thomas  Pincknej  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say  that  men  of  high^ 
tODe,  of  more  simple  truthfulness,  of  more  delicate  sense  of  honor,  could 
not  be  found.  Of  Mr.  Monroe  and  Mr.  William  Pinkney,  whose  mis- 
fortune it  was  to  negotiate  a  treaty  with  Great  Britain  which  Mr.  Jeff- 
erson when  President  declined  to  accept,  on  the  ground  that  it  l^the 
chief  causes  of  difference  still  open  (see  infra^  §  1506),  a  few  words  may  be 
here  hazarded.  Mr.  Monroe  has  had  a  singular  place  in  the  opinion  of  his 
countrymen.  He  has  always  been  regarded  as  a  man  of  marked  simplie- 
ity,  exact  truthfulness,  great  generosity,  and  a  high  sense  of  honor. 
He  was  the  last  officer  of  the  !E^yolutionary  war  to  fill  a  high  dvil  sta- 
tion; he  was  the  last  of  the  illustrious  line  of  the  Virginia  Presidents; 
he  closed  this  lineage  by  a  career  distinguished,  like  that  of  his  prede- 
cessors, by  dignity,  by  official  purity,  by  unsectional  patriotism,  and 
by  unflinching  fidelity  to  duty.  He  hsul  not,  like  Washington,  the 
opportunity  to  exhibit  that  majestic  foriitude  and  wise  l^Mlenhip 
which  enabled  Washington  to  overthrow  an  old  government  by  which 
order  and  liberty  were  imperiled,  and  to  establish  anew  government  in 
which  order  and  liberty  were  to  be  established.  He  had  not  that  political 
genius  which  enabled  Jefferson  to  forestall  the  future,  nor,  while  accept- 
ing Jefferson's  principles,  could  he  present  them  with  Jefferson's  baoy- 
ant  and  fascinating  enthusiasm ;  he  had  not  Madison's  power  of  calai 
Judicial  statement ;  but  he  combined,  as  became  the  last  of  that  re- 
markable series  of  statesmen,  some  of  the  best  qualities  of  each.  It  is 
true  that  when  in  the  Senate  during  Washington's  administration  he 
opposed  that  administration  in  its  foreign  policy,  and  incurred  Wash- 
ington's displeasure.  But  in  his  old  age  his  earlier  affection  towards 
his  former  chief  revived.  With  Washin^on,  in  fact,  he  had  much  in  com- 
mon. Like  Washington,  and  unlike  Jefferson,  he  did  not,  by  his  per- 
sonal genius,  impress  his  views  on  his  Cabinet,  but,  collecting  statesmen 
of  ability  of  different  schools,  he  sought  not  merely  to  harmonize  tiieir 
counsels,  but  by  patiently  weighing  these  counsels  when  conflicting  to 
arrive  at  a  just  and  wise  conclusion  of  his  own.  To  Jefferson's  distinct- 
ive principles  of  liberalism  he  always  remained  faithful  as  a  disciple, 
though  it  would  not  have  been  his  nature  to  have  originated  them  as  a 
chief.  His  style  in  his  political  papers  was  unassuming  and  plain,  and 
sometimes,  like  that  of  Washington,  inelegant  and  labored,  wanting 
Jeffeison's  felicity  and  Madison's  exact  lucidity.  In  his  bearing  and 
social  usages  as  President  he  followed  Washington  much  more  closely 
than  he  followed  Jefferson  or  Madison;  his  manner  be^same,  as  he  giev 
older,  more  formal  and  reserved  j  his  diplomatic  experience,  in  partic^ar, 
as  well  as  the  difficulties  of  his  immediate  predecessors,  taught  him  how 
great  were  the  embarrassments  arising  ftt)m  familiar  conversation  be- 
tween the  Chief  Executive  and  foreign  ministers.  This  dignified  reti- 
cence he  gradually  applied  to  his  intercourse  with  all  public  men,  oa^ 
side  of  bis  Cabinet.  Not  a  cloud  ever  fell  on  his  fair  fame.  Of  him,  as 
well  as  of  his  predecessors  in  that  illustrious  succession,  it  could  be  said 
that  with  the  opportunities  of  wealth  showered  on  them,  public  life  was 
to  them  the  cause  of  pecuniary  loss,  not  of  gain ;  and  in  his  own  partic- 
ular case  it  is  well  known  that  his  hospitality  when  minister  abroad, 
and  afterwards  at  Washington,  involved  him  in  expenses  so  much  in 
excess  of  his  salary  as  to  absorb  his  modest  patrimony.  (See  tn/ra, 
\  107c.)  Of  neither  him  or  thenv,  also,  could  it  be  said  that  political 
patronage  was  used  to  favor  relatives  or  to  pay  personal  services. 
During  Washington's  administration  Monroe's  affections  were  known 
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to  tarn  strongly  toward  France,  which  his  conduct  toward  that  Oovem- 
ment  when  minister  at  Paris  was  supposed  to  have  nndoly  displayed; 
negotiations  into  which  he  had  entered  with  France  were  disavowed, 
and  he  was  recalled  in  a  manner  marking  strong  disapprobation.  That 
this  was  in  a  large  measnre  undeserved  subsequent  developments 
have  shown ;  but  be  this  as  it  may,  his  next  appearance  in  the  dip- 
lomatic field  was  marked  by  a  singular  triumph.  Upon  the  question 
of  the  comparative  efficiency  of  Mr.  Monroe  and  of  Mr.  B.  Livingston 
in  the  Louisiana  negotiation^-a  question  afterwards  so  much  debated — 
it  is  not  necessary  now  to  enter ;  it  is  enough  to  say  that  the  negotia- 
tion faltered  until  Monroe's  arrival  at  Paris,  and  that  it  was  under  the 
finishing  touch  given  by  him,  at  a  period  when  Napoleon  was  forced  to 
cede  Louisiana  or  to  run  the  risk  of  losing  it  altogether  in  the  war 
about  to  reopen,  that  thepurchaseof  that  splendid  province  waseflFected. 
Before  this  Mr.  Monroe  had  been  looked  upon  as  a  destructive,  and  on 
him  the  peculiar  enmity  of  the  opposition  had  been  poured.  The  Lou- 
isiana treaty  showed  in  him  great  constructive  powers ;  i^n  his  negotia- 
tions with  Great  Britain,  so  far  from  indicating  undue  prejudice  against 
that  haughty  power,  his  course  was  marked  not  only  by  the  courtesy  and 
simplicity  which  under  no  circumstances  did  he  lose,  but  by  concessions 
to  Great  Britain  which,  as  has  been  said,  wise  as  they  may  have  been, 
went  as  far  in  some  respects  as  did  Mr.  Jay's  treaty,  and  went  too  far  to 
be  accepted  by  Mr.  Jefferson.  During  the  greater  part  of  Mr.  Madison's 
administration  he  was  Secretary  of  State;  during  the  whole  of  his  own 
administration  he  revised  every  important  dispatch  sent  out  by  Mr. 
Adams,  Secretary  of  State,  and,  as  we  learn  from  Mr.  Adams's  diary  and 
from  the  drafts  still  existing  in  the  Department  of  State,  modified  them 
so  as  to  adapt  them  to  his  own  scheme  of  foreign  policy.  He  conducted 
the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United  States,  therefore,  for  a  longer  period 
than  has  any  other  of  our  statesmen,  and  he  conducted  them  with 
great  success  through  great  vicissitudes. 

At  tJie  beginning  of  his  political  career  he  was  looked  upon  by  the 
more  sober  part  of  the  communicy  as  a  reckless  revolutionist.  During 
his  Presidency  he  was  regarded  by  men  of  bold  thought  as  a  cautious 
conservative.  He  was  the  only  President  except  Washington  whose 
reelection  was  unopposed.  Since  his  death  it  has  been  the  fashion  to 
speak  of  him  as  aestitute  of  force ;  but  as  to  the  ability  and  strength 
of  will  shown  by  him  it  is  only  necessary  to  repeat  what  was  said  of 
him  by  both  Mr.  Calhoun  and  Mr.  Adams,  that  among  all  the  public 
men  with  whom  they  had  dealt  he  most  perfectly  united  conscientious- 
ness, courtesy ,  thorough  knowledge  of  foreign  political  conditions,  high 
patriotism,  national  spirit,  sound  judgment,  patient  industry  in  mas- 
tering details,  with  resolute  maintenance  of  purpose.  So  far  as  con- 
cerns the  negotiations  with  England  while  he  was  minister  there,  it 
may  be  truly  said,  after  an  examination  of  the  large  correspondence 
relating  to  that  era,  now  accessible,  that  not  only  is  there  not  one  word 
coming  from  either  side  in  those  heated  controversies  which  should  lead 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States  to  look  on  him  otherwise  than  with  pride, 
but  that  in  ability,  candor,  and  fairness,  Mr.  Monroe's  papers  stand  in 
the  front  rank  of  diplomatic  documents. 

These  remarks  in  respect  to  Mr.  Monroe  may  not  appear  too  discursive 
:when  it  is  recollected  that  of  the  servants  of  the  public  he  is  to  be  looked 
back  upon  as  the  one  who  was  longest,  as  minister,  Secretary,  and  Pres- 
ident, connected  with  this  Department,  and  that  in  it,  in  the  shape  of 
the  papers  left  by  him,  still  exists,  unveiled,  his  monument ;  and  it  may 
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thus  not  be  out  of  place  to  say  how  fully,  iu  couDection  with  the  doca- 
meuts  published  iu  these  volumes^  these  papers  testify  to  his  high  houor, 
his  wise  statesmanship,  his  steady  faith  in  liberal  institntions,  his  devo- 
tion to  his  country  as  a  whole,  and  his  perfect  disinterestedness  and  pa- 
rity as  a  public  man. 

Mr.  Pinkney,  who  bore,  first  with  Mr.  Monroe  and  then  alone,  the 
difficult  and  ungracious  burden  of  those  eventful  negotiatioDSy  was, 
as  a  lawyer,  recognizeil,  not  merely  by  the  body  of  the  bar  bat  by 
Chief-Justice  Marshall  and  Judge  Story,  as  at  the  head  of  his  profes- 
sion, both  as  an  orator  and  a  jurist;  and  international  law  had  been  re- 
gbided  as  the  field  in  which  he  was  peculiarly  master.  He  was  well 
fitted,  by  his  courtesy  and  tact,  for  diplomatic  intercourse.  So  Car  from 
being  embarrassed  by  any  national  antagonism  to  England,  the  only 
criticism  made  by  him  in  this  respect  was  that  sometimes  saggested 
by  his  countrymen,  that  he  was  so  thoroughly  English  in  his  habits  as 
to  yield  too  much  socially  to  English  pretensions.  But  he  yielded  noth- 
ing in  his  public  relations.  Scrupulously  courteous  he  always  was;  but 
nowhere  are  the  arguments  for  the  positions  taken  by  the  United  States 
on  the  pending  issues  more  forcibly  put  than  in  those  emanating  firom 
'  his  pen. 

It  may  be  said  that  in  this  notice  of  the  diplomatic  treatment  of  the 
United  States  by  Great  Britain  prior  to  the  war  of  1812  the  ungracious 
attitude  of  Great  Britain  is  brought  out  in  undue  prominence,  while  the 
ungracious  attitude  of  France  is  left  out  of  sigh  t.  But  there  is  this  mate- 
rial difference.  France  wished  the  United  States  to  become  a  great  na* 
tiou.  Great  Britain,  not  yet  recovered  from  the  humiliation  of  the  Bev- 
olutionary  war,  would  gladly  have  reduced  the  United  States  to  the  ser- 
vility of  a  dependent.  France  took  with  us  the  liberties  of  an  affectionate 
but  somewhat  extravagant  friend.  Great  Britain,  not  yet  convinced  of 
the  permanence  of  our  independence,  maintained  towfurds  us  the  atti- 
tude of  an  offended  guardian,  whose  title  to  obedience  remained  although 
his  po^er  was  temporarily  thrown  off.  France  looked  on  the  United 
States  with  pride,  as  a  nation  which  she  had  aided  in  bringing  into 
existence;  Great  Britain  looked  on  the  United  States  with  anger  and 
aversion,  as  a  colony  which  had  ungratefully  flung  off  her  protecting 
hand,  and  aided  in  inflicting  on  her  a  crushing  defeat.  Undoubtedly 
Genet  was  absurdly  disrespectful,  but  his  disrespect  was  of  a  character 
utterly  different  from  the  sulky  repulsiveness  of  Hammond,  the  random 
impertinence  of  Merry,  the  calculated  insolence  of  Jackson.  Gtenet 
rushed  into  the  country  with  his  arms  open  for  an  embrace,  ready  to 
enter  into  any  alliance  we  might  propose,  no  matter  how  close  ;  Sfam 
mond  stood  moodily  with  his  hands  behind  him,  refusing  even  to  an- 
swer the  most  conciliatory  business  notes.  Genet  was  offended  be- 
cause the  nation  did  not  exist  in  a  continuous  f§te  devoted  to  liberty ; 
Hammond  was  offended  because  the  nation  existed  at  all.  Genet 
would  have  adorned  the  nation  with  liberty  caps  and  with  floral 
symbols  of  emancipation  that  might  have  appeared  absurd.  Ham- 
mond would  have  subjected  it  once  more,  at  least  in  its  foreign  pol- 
itics, to  the  yoke  of  Great  Britain.  Genet,  when  the  guarantee  by 
the  United  States  of  France's  West  India  ftossessions  was  bn>ught  to 
his  notice  by  Jefferson,  with  the  statement  that  this  guarantee  was  one 
the  United  States  had  not  the  means  to  execute,  said  at  once  that  it 
would  be  released  by  France.  When  Hammond  was  remonstrated  with 
for  the  detention  by  Great  Britain  of  Niagara,  of  Oswego,  of  Fort  Brie, 
of  Michilimachinaw,  of  Detroit,  and  the  adjacent  territory,  in  defianoe 
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f  treaty^  and  for  the  incitement  by  British  emissaries  to  prey  on  our 
ettlements,  he  remained  defiantly  silent.  Genet  was  sometimes  ridion- 
oasly  annoying  and  familiar,  but  this  was  amply  atoned  for  by  his  re- 
all,  and  by  the  statement  of  the  French  directory  that  if  he  remained  in 
he  country  we  might  pnnish  him  as  we  chose.  Hammond  retained  to  the 
tnd  his  coutemptnons  sednsion,  rejecting  hospitality  and  refusing  to 
txplain  grievances,  and  in  this  course,  directed  by  his  Oovemment,  his 
Government  sustained  him.  Bevolutionary  France  treated  us  with  the 
ffdor  and  freedom  with  which  one  nation^  not  a  little  demonstrative, 
ust  liberated  from  a  heavy  yoke,  would  be  likely  to  treat  another  a  lit- 
le  its  senior  in  the  work  of  emandpatiou.  To  reactionary  Great  Brit- 
im  we  still  appeared  as  a  rebellions  dependent,  to  whom  the  attitude  of 
lomineering  supeiioirity  was  to  be  maintained.  It  is  true  that  after- 
wards, when  the  French  Government  progressed  in  its  tremendous  con- 
lict  with  Great  Britain,  it  authorized  outrageous  spoliations  on  our 
commerce  and  treated  with  no  little  disrespect  our  ministers  whom  we 
m\t  to  call  for  redress.  (See  «tipra,  §§  83,  84;  infra,  §§  148^.,  228.) 
j^reat  Britain  also  did  the  same.  But  there  was  this  difference.  The 
tpoliations  of  France  were  paid  for,  those  before  1800  in  the  cession  of 
!x>uisiana,  those  afterwards  very  tardily,  it  is  true,  but  at  last  satisfacto- 
ily  by  treaty  under  Louis  Phillippe  (see  infra,  §  318).  Those  of  Great 
Britain  after  17d8  were  never  paid  for,  and  the  claims  were  wiped  out 
a  tbe  war  of  1812.  France,  also,  under  the  directory,  withdrew  from 
ler  isolation,  and  proposed  to  receive  our  ministers  with  the  respect 
lue  the  envoys  of  a  great  and  independent  nation  (see  supra,  §§  83,  84, 
(5;  infra,  §  14&  Jf.).  Whatever  may  have  been  the  insults  offered  to  us 
)y  British  ministers.  Great  Britain,  while,  as  in  the  case  of  Jackson, 
iccepting  a  dismissal,  approved  of  the  misconduct  which  required  it. 
jSven  wben  in  the  Napoleonic  wars  we  were  exposed  to  almost  equal 
Lggressions  from  the  two  great  contending  powers,  there  was  the  same 
contrast  in  diplomatic  tone.  The  selfish  greed  of  Talleyrand  was  veiled 
n  courtesy  and  respect ;  advances  from  Great  Britain,  equally  selfish, 
hough  meant  to  bo  friendly,  were  embittered  by  Wellesley's  noncha- 
ent  superciliousness  or  Canning's  elaborate  sneers.  Nor  was  it  unnat- 
iral  that  it  should  have  been  so.  The  peace  policy  of  Jefferson  and 
iladison,  necessary  as  it  may  have  been  at  the  time,  had  uothiiig  in  it 
o  break  the  illusion  of  Great  Britain  that  her  old  colonies  were  still 
nore  or  less  subject  at  least  to  her  overwhelming  supremacy  on  the 
lea.  It  took  the  war  of  1812  to  destroy  this  last  pretense  of  retention 
»f  her  old  authority,  and  to  place  the  diplomatic  relations  of  the  two 
>ower8  on  that  basis  of  mutual  respect  and  courtesy  on  which  they 
lave  ever  since  remained. 

As  to  Mr.  Jackson'd  diHmissal,  see  farther,  $  84. 

^'  The  Danish  convention  was  the  pioneer  treaty  for  indemnities  re- 
sulting from  maritime  spoliations,  growing  out  of  the  'continental 
system.'  That  the  success  of  the  negotiation  was,  in  a  great  degree, 
/O  be  attributed  to  the  personal  character  and  special  qualities  of  Mr. 
^heatou  cannot  be  doubted  by  any  one  who  reads  the  passages  which 
^e  have  cited  from  eminent  publicists.  An  American  Senator  ascribes 
he  result  to  tbe  fact  that  President  Jackson,  disregarding  in  his  case  the 
nischievous  system  which  treats  all  public  offices,  at  home  and  abroad, 
bs  mere  rewards  for  partisan  services,  and  distributes  them  without  in- 
|uiry  as  to  the  peculiar  qualifications  of  the  candidates,  '  did  not  change 
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the  negotiator — did  DOt  sabstitnte  a  raw  for  an  experienced  minist^* 
(Benton's  Thirty  Years'  in  the  Senate,  vol.  i,  p.  eOS.f 

Lawrenoe'8  Wheaton  (ed.  1863),  871. 

^^  That  diplomacy  has  been  deeply  tainted  with  the  vices  of  disnmi- 
lation  and  falsehood  is  certain.  Secret  treaties,  and  still  more  secrel 
articles  annexed  to  published  treaties,  are  in  the  natnre  of  lies ;  for  & 
treaty  is  essentially  a  public  engagement,  and  to  publish  a  part  as  tb» 
whole,  keeping  the  remainder  undisclosed,  is  to  palm  off  au  impositioii 
upon  Europe.  And  yet  the  arguments  for  truth  and  openness  in  into'- 
national  affairs  are  plain  and  irresistible.  Without  them  there  can  be  do 
confidence,  and  on  the  confidence  which  a  diplomatist  inspires  his  idiok 
success  depends.  *  *  *  *In  politics,'  said  Segur,  »and  in  stonDj 
times,  the  true  dexterity  is  a  courageous  good  faith.  Character  savei 
men  from  the  dangers  on  which  subtlety  makes  shipwreck,  and  firm  sin- 
cerity alone  can  give  solidity  to  success  or  dignify  misfortune.'  *  It  is 
scarcely  necessary  to  say,'  wrote  Lord  Malmesbury,  among  the  sugges- 
tions which,  late  in  life,  he  sent  to  a  young  man  just  entering  the  pro- 
fession,  ^  that  no  occasion,  no  provocation,  no  anxiety  to  rebat  an  nnjiut 
accusation,  no  idea,  however  tempting,  of  promoting  the  object  yoQ 
have  in  view,  can  need,  much  less  justify,  a  falseh(5od.  Saccess  ob- 
tained by  one  is  a  precarious  and  baseless  success.  Detection  would  not 
only  niin  your  reputation  forever,  but  deeply  wound  the  honor  of  yoor 
court.  If,  as  frequently  happens,  an  indiscreet  question  which  seein^ 
to  require  a  distinct  answer  is  put  to  you  by  an  artful  minister,  parry  i( 
either  by  treating  it  as  an  indiscreet  question,  or  get  rid  of  it  by  a  grave 
and  serious  look,  but  on  no  account  contradict  the  assertion  flatly  if  it 
be  true,  or  admit  it  if  false  and  of  a  dangerous  tendency.' " 

Bernard  oti  Diplomacy,  127. 

Ab  to  importance  of  American  diplomacy,  see  22  Atlantic  Monthly  (1868),  3I& 
Address  by  Mr.  R.  H.  Dana,  20  Scribner's  Mag.,  616  (1&80). 

^^In  the  ceremonies  on  all  formal  occasions  the  diplomatic  agent  wiU 
be  governed  by  the  established  usage  of  the  country  of  his  oflBicial  res- 
dence.  There  is  usually  at  foreign  courts  an  officer  having^  charge  of 
such  ceremonial  matters,  and  it  may  often  be  advisable  to  confer  witk 
him  informally  in  order  to  insure  appropriate  conformity  to  established 
rules. 

'^  There  is  also  in  each  country  an  established  rule  as  to  official  calk^ 
The  diplomatic  agent  should,  immediately  upon  his  arrival,  inform  him- 
self upon  this  subject,  and  conform  strictly  to  the  rule. 

"  If  the  legation  be  provided  with  a  secretary,  the  newly-arrived 
diplomatic  agent  should  be  accompanied  by  him  in  the  official  eer^ 
mony  of  presenting  credentials,  and  in  his  subsequent  official  visits  to 
his  colleagues. 

^'  A  legation  is  not  under  the  same  necessity  of  display  ing^  a  coat  of 
arms  and  raising  a  flag  as  a  consulate;  but  it  is  in  most  capitals  cus- 
tomary to  place  an  official  shield  above  the  principal  entrance  of  the 
diplomatic  agent^s  residence,  or  the  offices  of  the  legation  when  these 
are  separate  from  his  residence,  with  a  short  flag-staff  set  above  tiie 
shield,  on  which  to  display  the  IJnited  States  flag  on  occasions  of  special 
ceremony,  such  as  the  Fourth  of  July  and  Washington's  Birthday,  and 
also,  by  way  of  courtesy  on  any  national  celebration  in  the  ooontij 
where  the  legation  is  situated." 

Printed  Pera.  Ids!.,  Dip.  Agents,  1886. 
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(3j  Social  nrriBROOUBSB. 
$1070. 

^'  We  went  ap  to  dinner.  I  went  op  with  the  comte  alone.  He 
showed  me  into  the  room  where  were  the  ladies  and  the  company.  I 
singled  oat  the  conntess,  and  went  np  to  her  to  make  her  my  compli- 
ments. The  conntess  and  all  the  ladies  rose  np.  I  made  my  respects  to 
them  all,  and  turned  round  and  bowed  to  the  rest  of  the  company.  The 
count,  who  came  in  after  me,  made  his  bows  to  the  ladies,  and  to  the 
countess  last.  When  he  came  to  her  he  turned  round  and  called  out, 
'  Monsieur  Adams,  venez  ici,  voilft  la  Gomtesse  de  Yergennes.'  A  no- 
bleman in  the  company  said,  ^Mr.  Adams  has  already  made  his  court  to- 
Madame  la  Gomtesse.'  I  went  np  again,  however,  and  spoke  again  to 
the  countess,  and  she  to  me.  When  dinner  was  served  the  comte  led 
Madame  de  Montmorin,  and  left  me  to  conduct  the  countess,  who  gave 
me  her  hand  with  extraordinary  condescension,  and  I  conducted  her  to 
table.  She  made  me  sit  next  to  her  on  her  right  hand,  and  was  remarka- 
bly attentive  to  me  the  whole  time.  The  comte,  who  sat  opposite,  was 
constantly  calling  out  to  me  to  know  what  I  would  eat,  and  to  offer  me 
petits  gateauxy  claret,  and  Madeira,  &c.  In  short,  I  was  never  treated 
with  half  the  respect  at  Versailles  in  my  life. 

'*'  In  the  ante-chamber,  before  dinner,  some  French  gentlemen  came 
to  me  and  said  they  had  seen  me  two  years  ago^  said  that  I  had  shown 
in  Holland  that  Americans  understood  negotiation  as  well  as  war.  The 
compliments  that  have  been  made  me  since  my  arrival  in  France  upon 
my  success  in  Holland  would  be  considered  as  a  curiosity  if  committed  to 
writing.  *  Je  vous  felicite  sur  votre  snccto '  is  common  to  all.  One 
adds:  ^Monsieur,  ma  foi,  vous  r^usse  bien  merveilleusement.  Vous 
aves  fait  reconnoitre  votre  ind^pendance ;  vous  avez  fait  un  traits,  et 
vous  avez  procure  de  I'argent.  Yoila  un  succ^  parfait.'  Another  says : 
<Yons  avez  fait  des  merveilles  en  Hollande;  vous  avez  culbut^  le 
Stathouder  et  le  parti  Anglois ;  vous  avez  donu6  bien  du  mouvement,  -^ 
vous  avez  remu6  tout  le  monde.'  Another  said :  '  Monsieur,  vous  Stes 
le  Washington  de  la  n^gociation.'  This  is  the  finishing  stroke.  It  is 
impossible  to  exceed  this.  Gompliments  are  the  study  of  this  people, 
and  there  is  no  other  so  ingenious  at  them." 

Mr.  Adams'  Diary,  Nov.  10,  1782.    3  John  Adams'  Works,  306. 

*<  The  Vice-President  has  the  honor  to  present  his  humble  opinion  on 
the  points  proposed  for  his  consideration. 

<'  1.  That  an  association  with  all  kinds  of  company,  and  a  total  seclu- 
sion from  society,  are  extremes  which,  in  the  actual  circumstances  of 
this  country,  and  under  our  form  of  government,  may  be  properly 
avoided. 

*'2.  The  system. of  the  President  will  gradually  develop  itself  in 
practice  without  any  formal  communication  to  the  legislature  or  publi- 
cation from  the  press.    Paragraphs  in  the  public  prints  may,  however^ 
appear  from  time  to  time,  without  any  formal  authority,  that  may  lead  . 
and  reconcile  the  public  mind. 

**3.  Considering  the  number  of  strangers  from  many  countries  and 
of  citizens  from  various  States  who  will  resort  to  the  seat  of  Govern- 
ment, it  is  doubted  whether  two  days  in  a  week  will  not  be  indispensa- 
ble for  visits  of  compliment.  A  little  experience,  however,  will  eluci- 
date this  point. 
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<^  4.  Under  the  fourth  head  it  is  submitted  to  consideration  whether 
all  ))er80Dal  applications  ought  not  to  be  made,  in  the  first  instance,  to  a 
minister  of  state.  Yet  an  appeal  should  be  open,  by  petition,  to  the 
President,  who,  if  he  judges  the  subject  worthy  of  it,  may  admit  the 
party  to  a  personal  interview.  Access  to  the  supreme  magistrate  ought 
not  to  be  rigorously  denied  in  any  case  that  is  worthy  of  his  oonaidera- 
tion.  NcTertheless,  in  every  case  the  name,  quality,  and,  when  these 
are  not  snfQcient  to  raise  a  presumption  in  their  favor,  their  baedness 
ought  to  be  communicated  to  a  chamberlain  or  gentleman  in  waiting, 
who  should  judge  whom  to  admit  and  whom  to  exclude.  Some  limita- 
tion of  time  may  be  necessary,  too-— as,  for  example,  fi*om  eight  to  nine 
or  ten — for,  without  it.  the  whole  forenoon,  or  the  whole  day,  may  be 
taken  up. 

*^5.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  President  may  invite  what  official 
characters,  members  of  Congress,  strangers,  or  citizens  of  distinction 
he  pleases  in  small  parties  without  exciting  clamors,  but  this  should 
always  be  done  without  formality. 

'^  6.  The  entertainments  mentioned  in  this  article  would  much  more 
properly  be  made  by  a  minister  of  state  for  foreign  or  domestic  affiftiis* 
or  some  other  minister  of  state,  or  the  Yice-President,  whom,  npon  saA 
occasions,  the  Pi^sident,  in  his  private  character,  might  honor  with  his 
presence.  But  in  no  case  whatever  can  I  conceive  it  proper  for  the 
President  to  make  any  fbrmal  i)ublic  entertainment. 

*<  7.  There  cau  be  no  impropriety  in  the  President's  making  or  receiv- 
ing informal  visits  among  his  iriends  and  acquaintances  at  his  pleasure. 
Undress,  and  few  attendants,  will  sufficiently  show  that  such  visits 
are  made  as  a  man,  a  citizen,  a  friend,  or  acquaintance.  But  in  no  case 
whatever  should  a  visit  be  made  or  returned  in  form  by  the  Presi- 
dent, at  least,  unless  an  Emperor  of  Germaoy  or  some  other  sovereign 
should  travel  to  this  country.  The  President's  pleasure  should  abso- 
lutely decide  concerning  his  attendauce  at  tea-parties  in  a  private  char- 
acter, and  no  gentleman  or  lady  ought  ever  to  complain  if  he  never,  or 
rarely,  attends.  The  President's  private  life  should  be  at  his  own  dis- 
cretion, and  the  world  should  respectfully  acquiesce.  As  President  he 
should  have  no  intercourse  with  society  but  upon  public  business  or 
at  his  levees.  This  distinction,  it  is  with  submission  apprehended^ 
ought  to  govern  the  whole  conduct. 

'<  8.  A  tour  might,  no  doubt,  be  made  with  great  advantage  to  the 
public  if  the  time  could  be  spared,  but  it  will  naturally  be  considered, 
as  foreign  affairs  arrive  every  day,  and  the  business  of  the  executive 
and  judicial  departments  will  require  constant  attention,  whether  the 
President's  residence  will  not  necessarily  be  confined  to  one  place.'' 

Vice-President  Adams  to  Preddent  Washington,  Hay  17, 1789.    8  John  Adamf 

Works,  491. 
Ab  to  precedence  at  dinners,  see  3  John  Adams'  Works,  122,  127, 276, 305. 

^^  I  can  truly  say  I  had  rather  be  at  Mount  Vernon,  with  a  friend  or 
two  about  me,  than  to  be  attended  at  the  seat  of  Government  by  the 
officers  of  state  and  the  representatives  of  every  power  in  Europe. 

"  These  visits  are  optional.  They  are  made  without  invitation.  Be- 
tween the  hours  of  3  and  4  every  Tuesday  I  am  prepared  to  receive 
them.  Gentlemen,  often  in  great  numbers,  come  and  go,  chat  with  each 
other,  aod  act  as  tliey  please.  A  porter  shows  them  into  the  room,  and 
they  retire  from  it  when  they  please,  aud  without  ceremony.  At  their 
first  entrance  they  salute  me,  and  I  them,  and  ad  many  as  1  can  talk  to 
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I  do.  What  pomp  there  is  in  all  this  I  am  uuable  to  discover.  Perhaps 
it  consists  in  not  sitting.  To  this  two  reasons  are  opposed :  first,  it  is 
anusnal ;  secondly,  which  is  a  more  substantial  one,  because  I  have  no 
room  large  enough  to  contain  a  third  of  the  chairs,  which  would  besufii* 
cient  to  admit  it.  If  it  is  supposed  that  ostentation  or  the  fashions  of 
courts  (which,  by  the  by,  1  believe  originated  oftener  in  convenience,  not 
to  »s.y  necessity,  than  is  generally  imagined)  gave  rise  to  this  custom, 
I  will  boldlj'  affirm  that  no  supposition  was  ever  more  erroneous;  for, 
if  I  were  to  give  indulgence  to  my  inclinations,  every  moment  that  I 
could  withdraw  from  the  fatigue  of  my  station  should  be  spent  in  re- 
tirement. That  it  is  not,  proceeds  from  the  sense  I  entertain  of  the  pro- 
priety of  giving  to  every  one  as  free  access  as  consists  with  that  respect 
which  is  due  to  the  chair  of  Government.  And  that  respect,  I  conceive, 
is  neither  to  be  acquired  nor  preserved  but  by  observing  a  just  medium 
between  much  state  and  too  great  familiarity." 

President  Washington  to  Mr.  Stuart,  June  15, 1790.     10  Washington's  Writings, 
100. 

''At  a  distance  from  the  theater  of  action  truth  is  not  always  related 
without  embellishment,  and  sometimes  is  entirely  perverted  from  a  mis- 
conception of  the  causes  which  produce  the  effects  that  are  the  subjects 
[>f  censure.  This  leads  me  to  think  that  the  system  which  I  found  it 
indispensably  necessary  to  adopt  on  my  first  coming  to  this  city  might 
have  undergone  severe  strictures,  and  have  had  motives  very  foreign 
from  those  that  govern  me  assigned  as  causes  thereof.  I  mean,  first, 
returning  no  visits :  secondly,  appointing  certain  days  to  receive  them 
generally,  not  to  tne  exclusion,  however,  of  visits  on  any  other  daj^s 
under  particular  circumstances ;  and,  thirdly,  at  first  entertaining  no 
30uipai)y,  and  afterwards  (until  I  was  unable  to  entertain  any  at  all) 
confining  it  to  official  characters.  A  few  days  evinced  the  necessity  of 
the  two  first  in  so  clear  a  point  of  view  that,  had  I  not  adopted  it,  I 
•should  have  been  unable  to  attend  to  any  sort  of  business,  unless  I  had 
applied  the  hours  allotted  to  rest  and  refreshment  to  this  purpose,  for 
by  the  time  I  had  done  breakfast,  and  thence  till  dinner,  and  after- 
wards till  bed  time,  I  could  not  get  relieved  from  the  ceremony  of  one 
visit  before  I  had  to  attend  to  another ;  in  a  word,  I  had  no  leisure  to 
read  or  to  answer  the  dispatches  that  were  pouring  in  upon  me  from  all 
quarters.'' 

President  Washington  to  Mr.  Stnart,  July  26,  1789.     10  Washington's  Writ- 
ings, 18. 

^^  Mr.  Merry  has  been  with  us  some  time.  He  appears  to  be  an  amia- 
ble man  in  private  society,  and  a  candid  and  agreeable  one  in  public 
business.  A  foolish  circumstance  of  etiquette  has  caused  some  irrita- 
bility in  Mrs.  Merry,  and  perhaps  himself,  but  they  will  find  so  uniform 
and  sincere  a  disposition  in  all  connected  with  the  Ooverument  to  cul- 
tivate a  cordial  society  with  them,  and  to  manifest  every  proper  respect 
for  their  character  and  station,  that  if  any  unfavorable  impression  has 
happened  it  must  be  very  transient.  It  would  be  unfortunate  if  it  were 
otherwise,  because  a  dissatisfaction  of  whatever  sort,  or  however  pro- 
duced, might  mingle  itself  with  his  general  feelings,  and  through  them 
with  the  agency  committed  to  him.'' 

Mr.  Madison  to  Mr.  Monroe,  Dec.  26,  1803.    MS8.  Monroe  Pap.,  Dept.  of  State. 
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^«  Mr.  Merry  is  with  qb,  and  we  believe  him  to  be  peraonally  as  desir- 
able a  character  as  coald  have  been  sent  as.  Bat  he  is  nnlackily  asso- 
ciated with  one  of  an  opposite  character  in  every  point.  She  has  already 
distorbed  oar  harmony  extremely.  He  began  by  claimiDg^  the  first  visit 
from  the  national  ministers.  He  corrected  himself  in  this.  Bat  a  pr^ 
tension  to  take  precedence  at  dinners,  Ac,  over  all  others  is  persevered 
in.  We  have  told  him  that  the  principle  of  society,  as  well  as  of  Got- 
emment,  with  as,  is  the  eqaality  of  the  individnals  composing  it,  that 
no  man  here  would  come  to  a  dinner  where  he  was  to  be  marked  witk 
inferiority  to  any  other,  that  we  might  as  well  attempt  to  force  oori»iih 
ciple  of  eqaality  at  St.  James's  as  he  his  principles  of  precedenoe  hen. 
I  had  been  in  the  habit,  when  I  invited  female  company  (having  no  ladj 
in  my  family),  to  ask  odc  of  the  ladies  of  the  four  Sectaries  to  come 
and  take  care  of  my  company ;  and  as  she  was  to  do  the  honors  of  the 
table  I  handed  her  to  dinner  myself.  That  Mr.  Merry  might  not  ooa- 
strne  this  as  giving  them  precedence  over  Mrs.  Merry,  I  have  diseoa- 
tinned  it,  and  here  as  well  as  in  private  houses  the  pSle-fmSie  practice  is 
adhered  to.  They  have  got  Yrnjo  to  take  a  zealous  part  in  the  claim  of 
precedence ;  it  has  excited  generally  emotions  of  great  contempt  a;^ 
indignation  (in  which  the  members  of  the  legislature  participate  visi- 
bly) that  the  agents  of  foreign  nations  should  assume  to  dictate  to  as 
what  shall  be  the  laws  of  our  society.  The  consequence  will  be  that 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Merry  will  put  themselves  into  Coventry,  and  that  he  w3 
lose  the  best  half  of  his  usefulness  to  his  nation,  that  derived  from  a 
perfectly  familiar  and  private  intercourse  with  the  Secretaries  and  mj- 
self.  The  latter,  be  assured,  is  a  virago,  and  in  the  short  course  of  a 
few  weeks  has  established  a  degree  of  dislike  among  all  classes  whkJi 
one  would  have  thought  impossible  in  so  short  a  time.  Thornton  has 
entered  into  their  ideas.  At  this  we  wonder,  because  he  is  a  plain  maOf 
a  sensible  one,  and  too  candid  to  be  suspected  of  wishing  to  bring  oa 
their  recall  and  his  own  substitution.  To  counterwork  their  misrepfv- 
sentatioDS  it  would  be  well  their  Government  should  understand  as 
much  of  these  things  as  can  be  communicated  with  decency,  that  tiiej 
may  know  the  spirit  in  which  their  letters  are  written.  We  learn  that 
Thornton  thinks  we  are  not  as  friendly  now  to  Great  Britain  as  before 
our  acquisition  of  Louisiana.  This  is  totally  without  foundation.  Oar 
friendship  to  that  nation  is  cordial  and  sincere,  so  is  that  with  Franoe. 
We  are  anxious  to  see  England  maintain  her  standing,  only  wishing  alie 
would  use  her  power  on  the  ocean  with  justice.  If  she  had  done  th^ 
heretofore  other  nations  would  not  have  stood  by  and  looked  with  nnooa- 
cern  on  a  conflict  which  endangers  her  existence.  We  are  not  indif^- 
ent  to  its  issue,  nor  should  we  be  so  on  a  conflict  on  which  the  exist^ios 
of  France  should  be  in  danger.  We  consider  each  as  a  necessary  instn- 
meut  to  hold  in  check  the  disposition  of  the  other  to  tyrannize  over 
other  nations.  With  respect  to  Merry,  he  appears  so  reasonable  ssd 
good  a  man  that  I  should  be  sorry  to  lose  him  as  long  as  there  remains 
a  possibility  of  reclaiming  him  to  the  exercise  of  his  own  dispositioiis. 
If  his  wife  perseveres  she  must  eat  her  soup  at  home,  and  we  sbaD 
endeavor  to  draw  him  into  society  as  if  she  did  not  exist.  It  is  unfcv- 
tunate  that  the  good  understanding  of  nations  should  hang  on  tbe 
caprice  of  an  individual  who  ostensibly  has  nothing  to  do  with  them.* 

Preeideat  JeffersoD  to  Mr.  Monroe,  Jan.  8,  1804.    (Unofficial.)     MS8.  Modtm 
Pap.,  Dept.  of  State. 
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The  next  step  was  as  follows : 

^^  Thomas  Jefferson  asks  the  favor  of  Mr.  Merry  to  dine  with  a  small 
party  of  friends  on  Monday,  the  13th,  at  half  past  three. 

"  February  9, 1804.'* 

Mr.  Merry  replied  at  once,  saying  that  he  had  '^  engaged  some  com- 
pany to  dine  with  him  on  that  day.  Under  the  circumstances,  how- 
ever, he  would  have  informed  himself  whether  it  is  the  usage,  as  is  the 
case  in  most  countries,  for  private  engagements  of  every  kind  to  give 
leay  to  invitations  from  the  Ohief  Magistrate  of  the  United  States ; 
and  if  such  were  the  usage,  he  would  not  have  failed  to  have  alleged 
it  as  a  just  apology  for  not  receiving  the  company  he  has  invited.  But 
after  the  communication  which  Mr.  Merry  had  the  honor  to  receive 
from  Mr.  Madison  on  the  12th  of  last  month,  respecting  the  alteration 
which  the  President  of  the  United  States  had  thought  proper  should 
take  place  in  regard  to  the  treatment  to  be  observed  by  the  Executive 
Government  towards  foreign  ministers  from  those  usages  which  had 
been  established  by  his  predecessors,  and  after  the  reply  which  Mr. 
Merry  bad  the  honor  to  make  to  that  notice,  stating  that  notwithstand- 
ing all  his  anxiety  to  cultivate  the  most  intimate  and  cordial  intercourse 
with  every  (member)  of  the  Government,  he  could  not  take  upon  him- 
self to  acquiesce  in  that  alteration,  on  account  of  its  serious  nature, 
which  he  would,  therefore,  report  to  his  own  Government,  and  wait  for 
their  instructions. upon  it ;  it  is  necessary  that  he  should  have  the  honor 
of  observing  to  Mr.  Madison  that,  combining  the  terms  of  the  invitation 
above  mentioned  with  the  circumstances  which  had  preceded  it,  Mr. 
Merry  can  only  understand  it  to  be  addressed  to  him  in  his  private  ca- 
pacity, and  not  as  His  Britannic  Majesty's  minister  to  the  United  States. 
Now,  however  anxious  he  may  be,  as  he  certainly  is,  to  give  effect  to 
the  claims  above  expressed,  of  conciliating,  personally  and '  privately, 
the  good  opinion  and  esteem  of  Mr.  Jefferson,  he  hopes  that  the  latter 
will  feel  how  improper  it  would  be  on  his  part  to  sacrifice  to  that  desire 
the  duty  which  he  owes  to  his  sovereign,  and  consequently,  how  impos- 
sible it  is  for  him  to  lay  aside  the  consideration  of  his  public  character. 
If  Mr.  Merry  should  be  mistaken  as  to  the  meaning  of  Mr.  Jefferson's 
note,  and  it  should  prove  that  the  invitation  is  designed  for  him  in  his 
public  capacity,  he  trusts  that  Mr.  Jefferson  will  feel  equally  that  it 
must  be  out  of  his  power  to  accept  it,  without  receiving  previously, 
through  the  channel  of  the  Secretaiy  of  State,  the  necessary  formal 
assurances  of  tht^  President's  determination  to  observe  towards  him 
those  usages  of  distinction  which  have  heretofore  been  shown  by  the 
Executive  Government  of  the  United  States  to  the  persons  who  have 
been  accredited  to  them  as  His  Majesty's  ministers. 

^*  Mr.  Merry  has  the  honor  to  request  of  Mr.  Madison  to  lay  this  ex- 
planation before  the  President,  and  to  accompany  it  with  the  strongest 
assurances  of  his  highest  respect  and  consideration. 

"  Washington,  February  9, 1804." 

To  this  Mr.  Madison  replied  as  follows : 

^'Mr.  Madison  presents  his  compliments  to  Mr.  Merry.  He  has  com- 
municated to  the  President  Mr.  Merry's  note  of  this  morning,  and  has 
the  honor  to  remark  to  him  that  the  President's  invitation,  being  in  the 
style  used  by  him  in  like  cases,  had  no  reference  to  the  points  of  form 
which  will  deprive  him  of  the  pleasure  of  Mr.  Merry's  company  at  din- 
ner on  Monday  next. 

''Mr.  Madison  tenders  to  Mr.  Merry  his  distinguished  consideration. 

"  Washington,  February  9,  1804." 
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Mr.  Madison  thus  comments  on  the  above  incidents  in  a  letter  to  Mi. 
Monroe,  then  on  a  special  mission  to  England : 

<'  Washingtoh,  J'ebmory  16,  im 

^^  DsAB  Sib  :  In  a  private  letter  by  Mr.  Baring  I  gave  yoQ  adetiil 
of  what  had  passed  here  on  the  snbjeet  of  etiquette.  I  had  hoped  dut 
no  farther  jars  wonld  have  ensued,  as  I  still  hope  that  the  good  aeoae 
of  the  British  Government  respecting  the  rights  of  the  GoveriMtt 
here  to  flx  its  rontes  of  interooorse,  and  the  sentiments  and  manncnitf 
the  country  to  which  they  ought  to  be  adapted,  will  give  the  proper 
instrnotions  for  preventing  like  incidents  in  fhtnre.  In  the  meMtine, 
a  fresh  circnmstance  has  taken  place,  which  calls  for  explaoatioii. 

<<  The  President,  desirous  of  keeping  open  for  cordial  civilities  wk 
ever  channels  the  scruples  of  Mr.  Merry  might  not  have  cloeed,  asked 
me  what  these  were  understood  to  be,  and  parciculariy  whether  k 
would  come  and  tshke  friendly,  and  familiar  dinners  with  him.  In 
dertook  to  feel  his  pulse  through  some  hand  that  wonld  do  itwitk 
the  least  impropriety.  From  the  information  obtained,  I  intered  tbt 
an  invitation  would  be  readily  accepted,  and  with  the  less  doabt,ttk 
had  dined  with  me  (his  lady  declining),  after  the  offense  originaiir 
taken.  The  invitation  was  accordingly  sent,  and  terminated  in  tk 
note  from  him  to  me,  and  my  answer  herewith  inclosed.  I  need  m 
comment  on  this  display  of  diplomatic  superstition,  truly  eztraordhwy 
in  this  age  and  in  this  conntry.  We  are  willing  to  refer  it  to  the  po 
sonal  character  of  a  man  accustomed  to  see  importance  in  sadi  trifo 
and  over  cantious  against  displeasing  his  Government  by  sarrendecii^ 
the  minutest  of  his  or  its  pretensions.  What  we  apprehend  is,  thit 
with  these  causes  may  be  mingled  a  jealousy  of  our  dispoeitift 
towards  England,  and  that  the  mortifications  which  he  has  infficttdio 
himself  are  to  be  set  down  to  that  account.  In  fact,  it  is  known  tim 
this  jealousy,  particularly  since  the  final  ac^nstment  with  France^ a 
ists,  or  is  aftected  in  a  high  degree,  and  will  doubtless  give  itsoolofti 
the  correspondence  of  the  legation  with  its  Government  To  app^ 
an  antidote  to  this  poison  wiU  require  your  vigilant  and  prudent  attet 
tion.  It  can  scarcely  be  believed  that  the  British  Government  w31  d^ 
at  once  see  the  folly  committed  by  its  representative,  especially  in  tk 
last  scene  of  the  farce,  and  that  it  will  set  him  right  in  that  resped 
'But  it  may  listen  with  a  different  ear  to  the  suggestions  that  the  Uniti^ 
States,  having  now  less  need  of  the  friendship  of  Britain,  may  be  yielii^ 
ing  to  a  latent  enmity  towards  her.  The  best  of  all  proo&  to  theeos^ 
trary  would  be  the  confidential  communications  you  possess,  if  it  vere 
not  an  improper  condescension  to  disclose  them  for  such  a  poipo^' 
Next  to  that  is  the  tenor  of  our  measures,  and  the  dictates  of  onrobn 
ous  policy,  on  an  appeal  to  both  of  which  you  may  found  thestrongtfi 
assurances  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  is  sincerely  aaii 
anxiously  disposed  to  cultivate  harmony  between  the  two  nations  T^ 
President  wishes  to  lose  no  opportunity,  and  spare  no  pains  that  iM5 
be  necessary  to  satisfy  the  British  administration  on  this  headland  t« 
prevent  or  efface  any  different  impressions  which  may  be  transmittcc 
from  hence. 

*<I  collect  that  the  cavil  at  the  pSle  mele  here  established  turns  mvA 
on  the  alleged  degradation  of  ministers  and  envoys  to  a  level  wiU 
charges  d'affaires.  The  truth  is,  and  I  have  so  told  Mr.  Meny,  that  titf 
is  not  the  idea ;  that  the  President  did  not  mean  to  decide  anything  n 
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to  their  comparative  grades  or  importance;  that  these  would  be  esti- 
mated as  heretofore ;  that  among  themselves  they  might  fix  their  own 
ceremonies,  and  that  even  at  the  President's  table  they  might  seat 
themselves  in  any  subordination  they  pleased.  All  he  meant  was,  that 
no  seats  were  to  be  designated  for  them,  nor  the  order  in  which  they 
might  happen  to  set  to  be  any  criterion  of  the  respect  paid  to  their 
respective  commissions  or  countries.  On  public  occasions,  such  as  an 
inaugural  sjieech,  &c.,  the  heads  of  Departments,  with  foreign  ministers, 
and  others,  invited  on  the  part  of  the  Government,  would  be  in  the 
same  pSle  mile  within  the  space  assigned  them.  It  may  not  be  amiss 
to  recollect  that  under  the  old  Congress,  as  I  understand,  and  even  in 
the  ceremonies  attending  the  introduction  of  the  new  Government,  the 
foreign  ministers  were  placed  according  to  the  order  in  which  their 
Gk>vemmeuts  acknowledged  by  treaties  the  independence  of  the  United 
States.  In  this  point  of  view  the  pile  mSle  is  favorable  both  to  Great 
Britain  and  to  Spain. 

'<  I  have,  I  believe,  already  told  you  that  the  President  has  discoun- 
tenanced the  handing  first  to  the  table  the  wife  of  a  head  of  Depart- 
ment, applying  the  general  rule  of  pSle  mile  to  that,  as  to  other  oases 

i«  The  Marquis  d'Trujo  joined  with  Merry  in  refusing  an  invitation, 
from  the  President,  and  has  throughout  made  a  common  cause  with  him, 
not,  however,  approving  all  the  grounds  taken  by  the  latter.  His  case 
is,  indeed,  diiBTerent,  and  not  a  little  awkward,  having  acquiesced  for 
nearly  three  years  in  the  practice  against  which  he  now  revolts. 
Pichon,  being  a  charg6  only,  was  not  invited  into  the  pretensions  of 
the  two  plenipotentiaries.  He  blames  their  contumacy,  but  I  find  he 
has  reported  the  aftair  to  his  Government,  which  is  not  likely  to  pat- 
ronize the  cause  of  Merry  and  Yrqjo. 

^^  Thornton  has  also  declined  an  invitation  from  the  President.  This 
shows  that  he  unites  without  necessity  with  Merry.  He  has  latterly 
expressed  much  jealousy  of  our  views,  founded  on  little  and  unmean- 
ing circumstances." 

See  2  MfMlison's  Writings,  195. 

A  letter  similar  in  substance,  but  of  greater  length,  was  sent  to  Mon- 
roe on  tiiis  subject  January  19, 1804. 

**>  Mr.  Merry  is  perhaps  kept  as  yet  a  little  (disturbed)  by  the  scruples  of 
etiquette.  1  invited  him  and  his  lady  to  make  us  a  visit,  and  notwith- 
standing the  public  (obstacle)  interposed  by  him  to  official  civilities,  I 
.  should  gladly  have  drawn  him  into  the  circle  of  private  hospitality.  He 
has  never  dropped  a  word  on  the  subject  of  etiquette  lately.  I  suspect 
that  his  Gk>vernment  has  been  silent  and  left  him  to  all  the  embarrass- 
ment resulting  from  that  course.  He  is  at  bottom  a  very  worthy  man 
and  easy  to  do  business  with." 

Mr.  Madison,  Sec.  of  State  (unofficial),  to  Mr.  Monroe,  July  21, 1804.    Monroe 
Pap. 

^^  It  here  occurs  to  us  that  we  have  omitted  to  mention  a  circumstance 
which  aiibrded  the  subject  of  much  new  Federal  indignation.  We  will 
let  Mr.  Thomas  Moore,  the  Irish  i>oet,  preface  it  in  a  passage  taken  from 
a  letter  he  wrote  to  his  mother  from  Baltimore,  June  13, 1804,  which  is 
published  in  Lord  John  Eussell's  Memoirs,  Journal  and  Correspondence 
of  Moore  (vol.  i,  p.  162). 
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^*  <  I  (writes  Moore)  stopped  at  Washington  with  Mr.  and  MLrs.  Menyfor 
near  a  week.  They  have  been  treated  with  the  most  pointed  indvilitj 
by  the  present  Democratic  President,  Mr.  Jefferson,  and  it  is  only  tiie 
precarioQS  situation  of  Great  Britain  which  could  possibly  induce  it  to 
overlook  such  indecent,  though  at  the  same  time  petty,  hostility.  I 
was  presented  by  Mr.  Merry  to  both  the  Secretary  of  State  and  the 
President.' 

^^  The  indecent  and  petty  hostility  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Merry  was  mani- 
fested in  this  wise :  They  were  invited  to  dine  at  the  Prenident's.  When 
dinner  was  announced  Mr.  Jefferson  chanced  to  be  standing  by  and 
talking  with  Mrs.  Madison  at  some  distance  from  Mrs.  Merry,  and  he 
accompanied  the  former  to  the  table.  M  r.  Merry  regarded  this  as  almoat 
an  insult. 

*^Such  a  stir  was  made  by  the  angry  embassador  that  Mr.  Madison 
wrote  Monroe  (who  had  succeeded  Mr.  King  as  our  minister  to  ESnglaod), 
apprising  him  of  the  facts,  to  enable  him  to  answer  an  expected  call  of 
the  British  Government  for  official  explanation.  Monroe,  however,  got 
his  first  information  from  a  friendly  British  under-secretary,  who  inti- 
mated that  he  would  soon  probably  hear  of  the  matter  throagrh  a  differ- 
ent channel.  The  minister  was  delighted.  Within  a  very  abort  period 
the  wife  of  an  English  under-secretary  had  been  accorded  precedeoee 
over  his  own,  under  analogous  circumstances.  He  had  no  great  fimd 
of  humor,  but  the  absurdity  of  the  whole  affair,  and  the  excellent  mate- 
rials in  his  possession  for  a  reply'to  a  call  for  explanations,  stmck  his 
in  a  most  amusing  light.  Shaking  with  merriment,  he  hinted  to  h» 
informant  the  satisfaction  the  call  would  give  him.  He  never  after- 
wards heard  a  lisp  on  the  subject. 

''Mrs.  Merry  tossed  her  head  without  shaking  the  peaoe  of  two 
nations,  and  poor  Mrs.  Madison  was  saved  from  involontarily  'firing 
another  Tory.'  But  Merry  never  forgot  this '  pointed  incivility^'  tboagh 
he  and  his  friends  knew  that,  by  an  express  regulation  at  the  White 
House,  all  etiquette  in  respect  to  official  precedence  was  tbnnally  abol- 
ished, and  though  with  the  most  stringent  etiquette  of  the  Celestial 
Empire  in  force,  it  would  seem  an  amusing  specimen  of  imi>ertinenoe  fx 
him  to  claim  priority  over  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States 

"But  the  farce  was  not  ended.  Mrs.  Merry  thenceforth  eschewed 
the  Presidential  Mansion;  and  if  her  husband  went  there,  it  was  onlr 
officially.  After  the  clamor  subsided  the  President  felt  a  good-natured 
desire  to  put  an  end  to  this  frivolous  matter,  and  to  relieve  the  offended 
dignitaries  from  the  awkwardness  of  their  position.  Accordingly  be 
made  inquiry  through  a  common  friend  (the  representative,  we  ttunk, 
of  the  Swedish  Government)  whether  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Merry  would  accept 
an  invitation  to  a  family  dinner.  The  former  was  understood  to  give 
an  affirmative  answer,  and  the  invitation  was  sent,  written  in  the  Presi- 
dent's own  hand.  The  minister  replied  by  addressing  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  know  whether  he  was  invited  in  his  private  or  his  official  caiuio- 
ity ;  if  in  the  one,  he  must  obtain  the  permission  of  his  sovereign ;  if  in 
the  other,  he  must  receive  an  assurance  in  advance  that  he  would  be 
treated  as  became  his  position.  The  'Secretary  of  State'  put  an  end 
to  the  correspondence  in  a  very  dry  note;  and  here  the  affair  ended." 

3  Randall's  Life  of  Jefferaon,  115  /. 

*<  Where  you  are,  although  it  is  not  pleasant  to  fall  short  in  returning 
civilities,  yet  necessity  has  rendered  this  so  familiar  in  Europe  as  no( 
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to  lessen  respect  for  the  person  wheje  circumstances  do  not  permit  a 
return  of  hospitalities." 

Mr.  Jefferson,  President,  to  Mr.  Monroe,  minister  at  Paris,  Jan.  8, 1804.    Mon- 
roe M8S.,  Dept.  of  State.  • 

^^The  gentlemen  who  composed  General  Washington's  first  adminis- 
tration took  up  universally  a  feature  of  general  hospitality,  which  was 
unnecessary,  destructive  of  business,  and  so  oppressive  to  themselves 
that  it  was  among  the  motives  to  their  retirement.  Their  successors 
profited  by  the  experiment  and  lived  altogether  as  private  individuals, 
and  so  have  ever  continued  to  do.  Here  (at  Washington),  indeed,  it  can- 
not be  otherwise,  our  situation  being  so  rural  that  during  the  vacations 
of  the  legislature  we  shall  have  no  society  but  of  the  officers  of  the 
Government,  and  in  time  of  sessions  the  legislature  is  become  and  be- 
coming so  numerous,  that  for  the  last  half  dozen  years  nobody-  but  the 
President  has  pretended  to  entertain  them.'' 

Mr.  Jefferson,  President,  to  Mr.  R.  R.  Livinj^ston,  Dec.  4, 1806.  4  Jeff.  Works,  337. 

According  to  Mr.  Jackson,  in  a  letter  writeu  by  him  when  British 
minister  at  Washington,  on  October  ?0,  1809  (Bath  Archives,  Jack- 
son Correspondence,  2d  series,  I,  26),  "  a  foolish  question  of  procedure, 
which  ever  since  Merry's  time  has  been  unsettled,  and  has  occasioned 
some  heartburnings  amongst  the  ladies,  was  decided  •  •  •  by  the 
President  (Madison),  departing  from  his  customary  indifference  to  cere- 
mony and  etiquette,  by  taking  Elizabeth  (Mrs.  Jackson)  in  to  dinner, 
while  I  escorted  Mrs.  Madison."  (See  also  Mr.  Jackson  more  fnllv,  «ttpra, 
§107.) 

In  January,  1851,  the  Brazilian  minister,  at  a  non-ofQcial  dinner  party 
at  Mr.  Webster's  house,  was  placed  at  table  after  Sir  H.  Bulwer,  who, 
however,  had  been  of  later  arrival  at  Washington.  The  Brazilian  min- 
ister then  addressed  a  letter  to  Mr.  Webster,  which  contained  the  fol- 
lowing passage : 

<^  It  is  a  principle  established  by  the  congress  of  Vienna,  and  adopted 
by  all  the  civilized  nations,  even  those  who  were  not  represented  there 
(as  the  United  States  and  Brazil),  that  the  precedence  between  the  dip- 
lomatic agente  of  the  same  capacity  must  be  established  only  by  the 
priority  of  the  presentations  of  their  credentials.  Being  yesterday 
])resent  at  your  table,  the  minister  of  Mexico,  I,  and  the  minister  of 
Great  Britain,  your  excellency  gave  the  first  places  to  the  minister  of 
Great  Britain  and  his  lady,  contrary  to  the  rules  above  mentioned." 

This  was  followed  by  something  of  an  argument  to  sustain  the  x>08i- 
tion  taken. 

Mr.  Webster's  letter  was  as  follows : 

"  Sir:  I  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  25th 
instant: 

"It  happens  to  be  my  fortune  not  to  be  entirely  unacquainted  with  the 
rules  adopted  by  the  treaty  of  Vienna,  respecting  the  rank  of  diplomatic 
agents,  and  although  the  Government  of  the  United  States  was  no  party 
to  this  treat}'  it  has  usually  conformed  to  what  was  then  established, 
as  being  the  regulation  x>revailing  with  other  states.  But  the  treaty 
of  Vienna,  like  other  treaties,  affects  only  official  acts,  and  does  not 
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assume  to  give  the  law  to  private  interooorse;  and  although  I  exceed 
ingly  regret  that  anything  should  have  occurred  to  cause  yon  conoen, 
yet  I  am  sure  you  will  see,  upon  consideration,  that  the  private  bosp<- 
tality  of  my  own  house  may  be  regulated  by  my  own  discretion,  witliOQt 
being  made  the  subject  of  diplomatic  representation. 
"Your  obedient  servant,  etc. 

The  Brazilian  minister  in  reply  accepted  this  explanation,  saying: 
<^  I  shall  not  discuss  the  distinction  established  by  your  exoelleDcr 
between  official  acts  and  the  private  hospitality  of  the  Secretary  of  Statv 
to  the  diplomatic  agents.  I  rather  accept  it  as  saving  the  principb 
which  seemed  to  me  to  be  put  in  doubt  on  account  of  the  iocident  thee 
mentioned." 

Sir  H.  Bui wer,  being  appealed  to,  sustained. the  positioii  that^a 
private  party"  was  to  be  distinguished  from  an  official  ceremooy,  te 
which  alone  treaties  could  apply." 

2  CurtiB'B  Life  of  Webster,  563-565. 

A  minister  of  the  United  States  is  required,  as  far  as  possible,  to  colt* 
ivate  kindly  relations  with  other  foreign  ministers  in  the  place,  and  t» 
enter  into  no  controversy  with  them  which  could  be  avoided  withoit 
loss  of  personal  self  respect  and  propriety. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Webb,  Feb.  6,  1863.    M8S.  Iiist.,B»xfl. 

Mr.  Schuyler  (Am.  Diplomacy,  156),  says: 

<^  Ceremonial  and  social  duties  take  up  a  large  part  of  a  minister's  Xiat 
but  those  who  have  been  noted  as  our  best  and  ablest  representaUTei 
have  always  been  most  punctilious  in  their  performance.  No  man  b» 
ever  served  us  better  than  Mr.  John  Quincy  Adams ;  and  yet  we  nit 
see  from  his  ^  Diary'  that  night  after  night  he  went  into  society,  danced, 
played  cards,  talked,  and  ingratiated  himself  with  the  people  abont  bia. 
In  spite  of  certain  peculiarities  derived  from  bis  Puritan  ancestzr, 
peculiarities  which  were  sometimes  disagreeable  when  they  showed 
themselves,  Mr.  Adams  was  a  man  not  only  fond  of  society,  bnt  verr 
popular  in  society,  and,  in  a  word,  oombined  the  most  nseiUl  eztemi 
diplomatic  qualities  with  those  of  intellect,  study,  and  experieoce*" 

This,  however,  may,  so  far  as  Mr.  Adams'  diplomatic  tone  is  eon- 
cemed,  be  open  to  question.  In  one  of  his  confidential  letters  to  Mr. 
Monroe,  when  President,  he  speaks,  as  is  seen,  of  the  softening  of  hs 
style  by  Mr.  Monroe  before  his  instructions  and  notes  went  oat.  Ai^ 
even  when  thus  modified,  the  curt  style  of  his  diplomatic  papers,  ei 
traordinarily  able  as  they  were,  was  the  subject  of  much  criticism. 

'^A  diplomatic  agent  should  omit  no  occasion  to  maintsun  the  moA 
friendly  personal  and  social  relations  with  the  members  of  the  Goven- 
ment  and  of  the  diplomatic  body  at  the  place  of  his  residence;  but  it@ 
not  to  be  expected  that  he  shall  incur  onerous  charges  for  hospitality 
and  entertainment. 

^*  While  the  social  relations  of  a  diplomatic  agent  to  his  own  ooontry* 
men  resident  in  or  visiting  the  capital  where  he  resides  should  be  bx- 
dial,  they  have  no  claim  upon  his  hospitality  requiring  him  to  assamf 
expenses  or  burdens  not  in  accord  with  his  official  duties  or  compensi- 
tion." 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agent*,  1885. 
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(3)  Court  drkss. 
§  1076. 

^^  From  a  snitable  respect  to  \^hat  is  anderstood  to  be  the  asage  at 
the  several  courts  of  Europe,  requiring  the  members  of  the  diplomatic 
body  accredited  to  them  to  wear  a  court  dress  upon  established  occa- 
sions, such  as  their  presentation  to  the  sovereigns,  or  chief  executive 
officers  of  these  Governments,  respectively,  &c.,  the  President  has 
thought  fit  to  adopt  the  following  as  the  dress  to  be  used  by  our  min- 
isters and  other  diplomatic  agents  upon  all  such  occasions,  which  is 
recommended  as  well  by  its  comparative  cheapness  as  its  adaptation  to 
the  simplicity  of  our  institutions,  viz : 

^^A  black  coat,  with  a  gold  star  on  each  side  of  the  collar,  near  its 
termination ;  the  under  clothes  to  be  black,  blue,  or  white,  at  the  option 
>f  the  wearer,  a  three-cornered  chapeau  de  bras,  a  black  cockade  and 
dagle,  and  a  steel-mounted  sword,  with  a  white  scabbard.  It  is  to  be 
iDderstood,  however,  that  the  use  of  this  particular  dress  is  not  pre- 
icribed  by  the  President.  It  is  barely  suggested,  by  his  direction  as  an 
appropriate  and  a  convenient  uniform  dress  for  the  use  of  our  ministers, 
kiid  other  diplomatic  agents  of  the  United  States." 

Mr.  Van  Bureo,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Van  Ness,  Oct.  2,  1829.    MSS.  Inst.,  Min- 
isters. 

^^  The  fashion  of  the  coat  recommended  for  the  use  of  our  ministers, 
fee.,  upon  occasions  when  full  dresses  are  required  by  the  usages  of  the 
sonrts  to  which  they  are  accredited,  is  a  single-breasted  one,  with  a 
landing  collar,  though  they  are  left  at  perfect  liberty,  by  the  personal 
,nd  circular  instructions  which  are  addressed  to  all  of  them  by  this 
>epartment,  to  consult  and  be  governed  by  their  own  taste  in  the 
rdoption  of  any  other  that  may  be  more  agreeable  to  them.  The  fash- 
[>n  recommended  was  supposed  to  be  correspondent  with  the  simplicity 
if  our  institutions,  and  was  believed  to  be  sufficiently  distinguished 
or  all  the  purposes  intended,  and  it  is  for  these  reasons,  and  for  the 
ake  of  uniformity,  recommended,  but  not  prescribed^  for  their  adoption. 
Ve  were  unapprised  till  the  receipt  of  your  letter  that  our  ministers  at 
x>ndon  and  Paris  had  adopted  a  different  fashion.'* 

Mr.  Van.  Boren,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Van  Ness,  Mar.  3, 1831.    MSS.  Inst.,  Min- 
isters. 

'*  I  deem  it  proper,  however  distasteful  the  subject  may  be  both  to 
oa  and  myself,  to  relate  to  you  a  conversation  which  I  had  on  Tues- 
ay  last  with  Major  General  Sir  Edward  Oust,  the  master  of  ceremo- 
ies  at  this  court,  concerning  my  court  costume.  I  met  him  at  the  Trav- 
ler's  Club,  and,  after  an  introduction,  your  circular  on  this  subject  be- 
auie  the  topic  of  conversation.  He  expressed  much  opposition  to  my 
ppearance  at  court  in  the  simple  dress  of  an  American  citizen.  I  said 
bat  such  was  the  wish  of  my  own  Government,  and  I  intended  to  con- 
-yrm  to  it;  unless  the  Queen  herself  would  intimate  her  desire  that  I 
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should  appear  iu  coBtume.  In  that  event  I  should  feel  inclined  to  com- 
ply with  Her  Majesty's  wishes.  He  said  that  Her  Majesty  would  not 
object  to  receive  me  at  court  in  any  dress  I  chose  to  pat  on,  bat 
whilst  he  had  no  authority  to  speak  for  her,  he  yet  did  not  doubt  it 
would  be  disagreeable  to  her  if  I  did  not  conform  to  the  established 
usage.  He  said  I  could  not,  of  course,  expect  to  be  invited  to  court 
balls  or  court  dinners,  where  all  appear  in  costume;  that  Her  Majesty 
never  invited  the  bishops  to  balls,  not  deeming  it  compatible  with 
their  character ;  but  she  invited  them  to  concerts,  and  on  these  occa- 
sions, as  a  court  dress  was  not  required,  I  would  also  be  invited.  He 
grew  warm  by  talking,  and  said  that  whilst  the  Queen  herself  wcmki 
make  no  objections  to  my  appearance  at  court  in  any  dress  I  thought 
proper,  yet  the  people  of  England  would  consider  it  presumption.  I 
became  somewhat  indignant,  in  my  turn,  and  said  that,  whilst  I  enter- 
tained the  highest  respect  for  Her  Msyesty,  and  desired  to  treat  b& 
with  the  deference  which  was  eminently  her  due,  yet  it  would  not  mabf 
the  slightest  difterence  to  me  individually  whether  I  ever  appeared  a 
court. 

^'  He  stated  that  in  this  country  an  invitation  from  the  Qaeen  wa» 
considered  a  command. 

^'  I  paid  DO  attention  to  this  remark,  but  observed  that  the  rules  of 
etiquette  at  the  British  court  were  more  strict  even  than  in  Bossii. 
Senator  Douglas,  of  the  United  States,  had  just  returned  from  St  Pe^ 
tersburg.  When  invited  to  visit  the  Czar  in  costume  he  informed  Coaot 
Nesselrode  that  he  could  not  thus  appear.  The  count  asked  him  ia 
what  dress  he  appeared  before  the  President  of  the  United  States.  Mr. 
Douglas  answered  in  the  very  dress  he  then  wore.  The  count,  after 
consulting  the  Emperor,  said  that  was  sufficient,  and  in  this  plain  dress 
he  visited  the  Emperor  at  the  palace  and  on  parade,  and  had  most 
agreeable  conversations  with  him  on  both  occasions. 

^<  Sir  Edward  then  expressed  his  gratification  at  having  thus  metmi 
accidentally ;  said  be  had  just  come  to  town  for  that  day,  and  should 
leave  the  next  morning,  but  would  soon  do  himself  the  honor  of  calling 
upon  me. 

'^  Although  he  disclaimed  speaking  by  the  authority  of  the  Quees, 
yet  it  appeared  both  to  myself  and  Colonel  Lawrence,  who  was  preseot 
that  the^'  must  have  had  some  conversation  in  the  court  circle  on  tbt 
subject.  I  entertain  this  belief  the  more  firmly  as  Sir  Edward  has  sinee 
talked  to  a  member  of  this  legation  in  the  same  strain. 

'^  So  then,  from  present  appearances,  it  is  probable  I  shall  be  placed 
socially  in  Coventry  on  this  question  of  dress,  because  it  is  certain  that 
should  Her  Majesty  not  invite  the  American  minister  to  her  halls  and 
dinners,  he  will  not  be  invited  to  the  balls  and  dinners  of  her  couriiecs. 
This  will  be  to  me,  personally,  a  matter  of  not  the  least  importance,  bm 
it  may  deprive  me  of  the  opportunity  of  cultivating  friendly  and  sodai 
relations  with  the  ministers  and  other  courtiers  which  I  might  rendtf 
available  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  important  information  and  pro^ 
motiug  the  success  of  my  mission. 

''  1  am  exceedingly  anxious  to  appear  '  at  court  in  the  simple  dress  of 
an  American  citizen,'  and  this  not  only  because  it  accords  with  my  owb 
taste,  but  because  it  is  certain  that,  if  the  minister  to  the  coart  of  St 
James  should  appear  in  uniform,  your  circular  will  become  a  dead  letter 
in  regard  to  most,  if  not  all,  the  other  ministers  and  charges  of  oar 
country  in  Europe. 
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'^The  difiBculty  in  the  present  case  is  greatly  enhanced  by  tiie  fact  that 
the  sovereign  is  a  lady,  and  the  devotion  of  her  subjects  towards  her 
partakes  of  a  mingled  feeling  of  loyalty  and  gallantry.  Any  conduct, 
therefore,  on  my  part  which  would  look  like  disrespect  towards  her 
personally  could  not  fail  to  give  great  offense  to  the  British  people. 
Should  it  prove  to  be  impossible  for  me  to  conform  to  the  suggestions 
of  the  circular,  in  regard  to  dress  '  without  detriment  to  the  public 
interest,'  and  ^  without  impairing  my  usefulness  to  my  country,'  then  I 
shall  certainly  and  cheerfully  be  guided  by  its  earnest  recommendation 
and  ^  adopt  the  nearest  approach  to  it  compatible  with  the  due  perform- 
ance of  my  public  duties.'  This  course  I  pursued  from  choice  whilst 
minister  in  Russia,  and  this  course  I  should  have  pursued  here  without 

instructions." 

■ 

Mr.  Bachanan,  minister  at  London,  to  Mr.  Maroy,  Sec.  of  State,  Oct.  28, 1853. 
MSS.  Dispatches,  Gr.  Brit.    2  Cnrtis'  Buchanan,  107. 

Mr.  O.  T.  Curtis  (2  Curtis'  Buchanan,  110)  states  the  subsequent  pro- 
ceeding as  follows : 

^^  As  the  court  was  not  in  London  at  the  time  when  this  letter  was 
written,  the  portentous  question  of  Mr.  Buchanan's  costume  was  not 
likely  to  be  brought  to  an  immediate  solution.  But  early  in  February 
(1854),  Parliament  was  to  be  opened  by  the  Queen  in  person.  Mr.  Bu- 
chanan did  not  attend  the  ceremony,  and  thereupon  there  was  an  out- 
cry in  the  London  press.  The  following  extract  from  a  dispatch  to  Mr. 
Marcy  |?ives  a  full  account  of  the  whole  matter,  up  to  the  date: 

"*  You  will  perceive  by  the  London  journals,  the  Times,  the  Morning 
Post,  the  News,  the  Morning  Herald,  the  Spectator,  the  Examiner, 
Lloyd's,  &c.,  copies  of  which  I  send  you,  that  my  absence  from  the 
House  of  Lords,  at  the  opening  of  Parliament,  has  produced  quite  a 
sensation.  Indeed,  I  have  found  difficulty  in  preventing  this  incident 
from  becoming  a  subject  of  inquiry  and  remark  in  the  House  of  Com- 
mons. All  this  is  peculiarly  disagreeable  to  me,  and  has  arisen  entirely 
from  an  indiscreet  and  rather  offensive  remark  of  the  London  Times,  in 
the  account  which  that  journal  published  of  the  proceedings  at  the 
opening  of  Parliament.  But  for  this,  the  whole  matter  would  probably 
have  passed  away  quietly,  as  I  had  desired.. 

'''  ^  Some  time  after  my  interview  with  Sir  Edward  Cust,  the  master  of 
ceremonies,  in  October  last  (whom  I  have  never  since  seen),  which  I  re- 
ported to  you  in  my  dispatch  No.  13,  of  the  28th  of  October,  1  determined, 
after  due  reflection,  neither  to  wear  gold  lace  nor  embroidery  at  court ; 
and  I  did  not  hesitate  to  express  this  determination.  The  spirit  of  your 
circnlar,  as  well  as  my  own  sense  of  propriety,  brought  me  to  this  con- 
clusion. I  did  not  deem  it  becoming  in  me,  as  the  representative  of  a 
Bepublic,  to  imitate  a  court  costume,  which  may  be  altogether  proper  in 
the  representatives  of  royalty.  A  minister  of  the  United  States  should, 
in  my  opinion,  wear  something  more  in  character  with  our  democratic 
institutions  than  a  coat  coveml  with  embroidery  and  gold  lace.  Be- 
sides, after  all,  this  would  prove  to  be  but  a  feeble  attempt '  to  ape  foreign 
fashions,'  because,  most  fortunately,  he  could  not  wear  the  orders  and 
stars  which  ornament  the  coats  of  the  diplomatists,  nor  could  he,  except 
in  rare  instances,  afford  the  diamonds,  unless  hired  for  the  occasion. 

*'  <  At  the  same  time,  entertaining  a  most  sincere  respect  for  the  exalted 
character  of  the  Queen,  both  as  a  sovereign  and  a  lady,  1  expressed  a 
desire  to  ap^iear  at  court  in  such  a  dress  as  I  might  suppose  would  be 
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most  agreeable  to  herself,  withoat  departing  from  the  spirit  of  thee? 
cnlar. 

^^  ^It  was  then  suggested  to  me,  from  a  quarter  which  I  doDOt  feds 
liberty  to  mention,  t^Eit  I  might  assume  the  civil  dress  worn  bjGfDenI 
Washington;  but  after  examining  Stuart's  portrait,  at  the  house  of  i 
friend,  I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  it  would  not  be  proper  for  m  U' 
adopt  this  costume.  I  observed  fashions  had  so  changed  since  tfaed^Ti 
of  Washington,  that  if  I  were  to  put  on  his  dress,  and  appear init  hfM 
the  chief  magistrate  of  my  own  country,  at  one  of  his  receptions  1 
should  render  myself  a  subject  of  ridicule  for  life.  Besides,  it  would  tx 
considered  presumption  in  me  to  affect  the  syle  of  dress  of  the  Fatiie 
of  his  Country. 

^*/It  was  in  this  unsettled  state  of  the  question,  and  before  Il»! 
adopted  any  style  of  dress,  that  Parliament  was  opened.  If,  bowerrr. 
the  case  had  been  different,  and  I  had  anticipated  a  serious  qat«noB, 
prudential  reasons  would  have  prevented  me  from  bringing  ittoisev 
at  the  door  of  the  House  of  Lords.  A  court  held  at  the  palace  voali 
for.many  reasons,  be  a  much  more  appropriate  plac^  for  such  a  porp». 

"  *  Under  these  circumstances  I  received,  on  the  Sunday  morningbe 
fore  the  Tuesday  on  which  Parliament  met,  a  printed  circular  from  ^ 
Edward  Gust,  similar  to  that  .which  I  have  no  doubt  was  addre$^i» 
all  the  other  foreign  ministers,  inviting  me  to  attend  the  openingof  ttie 
session.  The  following  is  extracted  from  this  circular :  ^  No  ooe  m\*^ 
admitted  into  the  diplomatic  tribune  or  in  the  body  of  the  Hoasebc! 
in  full  court  dress.' 

^^  'Now,  from  all  the  attending  circumstances,  I  do  not  feel  disposcdii) 
yield  to  the  idea  that  any  disrespect  was  intended  by  this  cii^cnlarehbff 
to  my  country  or  myself.  Since  I  came  to  London  I  have  receivedaick 
attentions  from  high  official  personages  as  to  render  this  quite  impn*^ 
ble.  What  maybe  the  final  result  of  the"  question  J  cannot  clwril 
foresee,  but  I  do  not  anticipate  any  serious  difficulties.'" 

The  dispatch  above  quoted  is  dated  Feb.  7,  1854,  and  is  contained  in  MSS.  J» 
patches,  Or.  Brit.,  Dept.  of  State. 

"  I  Still  anticipate  difficulty  about  my  costume,  but  should  thisoce* 
it  will  probably  continue  throughout  my  mission.  It  is,  therefort,* 
valid  reason  why  you  should  postpone  your  visit.  In  that  event  j* 
must  be  prepared  to  share  my  fate.  So  far  as  regards  thecoDsequetf* 
to  myself  I  do  not  care  a  button  for  them,  but  it  would  mortityme^jy 
much  to  see  you  treated  diiferently  from  other  ladies  in  your  situat* 

"If  this  costume  affair  should  not  prove  an  impediment,  I  feeUW 
shall  get  along  very  smoothly  here.  The  fashionable  world,  with  a* 
exception  of  the  high  officials,  are  all  out  of  London,  and  will  reiMjJ 
absent  until  the  last  of  February  or  the  first  of  March.  I  have  receDj 
been  a  good  deal  in  the  society  of  those  who  are  now  here,  and  they* 
seem  disposed  to  treat  me  very  kindly,  especially  the  ladies.  Tw 
hours  annoy  me  very  much.  My  invitations  to  dinner  amonjr  thein*| 
all  for  a  quarter  before  eight,  which  means  about  half-past  that  ho* 
There  is  no  such  thing  as  tiocial  visiting  here  of  an  evening.  Tbis^* 
done  between  two  and  six  in  the  afternoon,  if  such  visits  may  becwj 
social.  I  asked  Lady  Palmerston  what  was  meant  by  the  word*ea^ 
placed  upon  her  card  of  invitation  for  an  evening  reception,  and  * 
informed  me  about  ten  o'clock.  The  habits  and  customs  and  bo^ 
of  the  world  here  render  these  hours  necessary.    But  how  ridicalao** 
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is  ini  our  country^  where  no  such  necessity  exists  to  violate  the  laws  of 
nature  in  regard  to  hours,  merely  to  follow  the  fashion  of  this  country.'^ 

Mr.  Bachanaii|  minister  at  London,  to  Miss  Lane,  Dec.  9,  1853.      2  Cartis' 
Bncbanan,  109. 

"I  dined  on  Wednesday  last  with  the  Queen,  at  Buckingham  Palac^. 
Both  she  and  Prince  Albert  were  remarkably  civil,  and  I  had  quite  a 
conversation  with  each  of  them  separately.  But  the  question  of  cos- 
tume still  remains,  and  from  this  I  anticipate  nothing  but  trouble  in 
several  directions.  I  was  invited  *in  frock-dress'  to  the  dinner,  and, 
of  course,  I  had  no  diflBculty.  To-morrow  will  be  the  first  lev6e  of  the 
Queen,  and  my  appearance  there  in  a  suit  of  plain  clothes  will,  I  have 
no  doubt,  produce  quite  a  sensation,  and  become  a  subject  of  gossip  for 
the  whole  court.'' 

Mr.  Buobanan  to  Miss  Lane,  Feb.  18, 1854.    2  Cartis'  Buchanan,  113. 

"  In  a  dispatch  to  Mr.  Marcy,  written  soon  after  his  appearance  at 
the  Queen's  levee,  Mr.  Buchanan  said :  *  I  have  purposely  avoided  to 
mention  the  names  of  those  with  whom  I  have  had  interviews  ou  this 
subject,  lest  it  might  expose  them  to  censorious  remarks  hereafter,  but 
having  mentioned  that  of  Sir  Edward  Gust,  the  master  of  ceremonies, 
in  my  dispatch  No.  13,  of  the  28th  October  last,  it  is  but  an  act  of  sim- 
ple justice  to  state  that  at  the  court  on  Wednesday  last  his  attentions 
to  me  were  of  the  kindest  and  most  marked  character,  and  have  placed 
me  under  many  obligations.  In  the  matter  of  the  sword,  I  yielded 
without  reluctance  to  the  earnest  suggestion  of  a  high  official  charac- 
ter, who  said  that  a  sword  at  all  the  courts  of  the  world  was  consid- 
ered merely  as  the  mark  of  a  gentleman,  and  although  he  did  not  men- 
tion the  Queen's  name,  yet  it  was  evident  from  the  whole  conversation 
that  this  was  desired  as  a  token  of  respect  for  Her  Majesty.  He  had 
on  a  former  occasion  expressed  the  hope  that  I  would  wear  something 
indicating  my  official  position*,  and  not  appear  at  court,  to  employ  his 
own  language,  in  the  dress  I  wore  ui)on  the  street.  I  told  him  promptly 
that  I  should  comply  with  his  suggestion,  and  that  in  wearing  a  sword 
at  court  as  an  evidence  of  the  very  high  regard  which  I  felt  for  Her 
Majesty,  I  should  do  nothing  inconsistent  with  my  own  character  as  an 
American  citizen  or  that  of  my  country.  I  might  have  added  that  as 
^  the  simple  dress  of  an  American  citizen'  is  exactly  that  of  the  upper 
court  servants,  it  was  my  purpose  from  the  beginning  to  wear  some- 
thing which  would  distinguish  me  from  them.  At  the  first  I  had 
thought  of  United  States  buttons,  but  a  plain  dress  sword  has  a  mofe 
manly  and  less  gaudy  appearance.  I  hope  I  am  now  done  with  this 
subject  forever.' " 

2  Curtis'  Bnchanan,  115. 

The  dispatch  above  quoted  is  in  MSS.  Dispatcbes,  Gr.  Brit.,  under  date  of  Feb. 
24,1854. 

<<The  dress  question,  after  much  difficulty,  has  been  finally  and  satis- 
factorily settled.  I  appeared  at  the  levee  on  Wednesday  last,  in  just 
such  a  dress  as  I  have  worn  at  the  President's  one  hundred  times.  A 
black  coat,  white  waistcoat  and  cravat,  and  black  pantaloons,  and  dress 
boots,  with  the  addition  of  a  very  plain  black- handled  and  black-hilted 
dress  sword.  This  to  gratify  those  who  have  yielded  so  much,  and  to 
distinguish  me  from  the  upper  court  servants.  I  knew  that  I  would 
be  received  in  any  dress  I  might  wear,  but  could  not  have  anticipated 
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that  I  shoald  be  received  in  so  kind  and  distingaisbed  a  manse!. 
Having  yielded,  they  did  not  do  things  by  halves.  As  I  approached 
the  Qaeen,  an  arch  but  benevolent  smile  lit  up  her  countenance;  as 
much  as  to  say,  yon  are  the  first  man  who  ever  appeared  before  meat 
court  in  such  a  dress.  I  confess  that  I  never  felt  more  proad  of  being 
an  American  than  when  I  stood  in  that  brilliant  circle  ^  in  the  simple 
dress  of  an  American  citizen.'  I  have  no  doubt  the  circular  is  popok 
with  a  majority  of  the  people  of  England.  Indeed,  many  of  the  most 
distinguished  members  of  Parliament  have  never  been  at  court,  because 
they  would  not  wear  the  prescribed  costume.'^ 

Bir.  Buchanan  to  Miss  Lane,  Feb.  24, 1854 ;  2  Curtis'  Buchanan,  114. 

The  doffing  his  uniform  in  court  receptions  by  Mr.  Sanford,  secretur 
of  the  legation  at  Paris,  in  1853,  was  approved  by  the  Secretaiyof 
State.  Mr.  Mason,  the  minister  at  Paris,  continued  to  wear  ^^acooit" 
dress,  and  this  was  left  to  his  discretion  by  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sanford,  Feb.  18,  1854 ;  to  Mr.  MasoD,  Feb. 
20,  1854.    MSS.  Inst.,  France. 

"The  *  contretemps'  experienced  by  me  at  the  levee,  yesterday,  is  in- 
accurately stated  in  the  Times  of  to-day.  •  •  •  I  will  briefly  tell  too 
the  facts  without  a  comment.  I  took  with  me  to  the  palace  three  Amoi- 
can  gentlemen.  One  of  these  is  an  eminent  professor  of  civil  and  mili 
tary  engineering  in  our  Military  Academy  at  West  Point,  and  has  the 
assimilated  rank  of  major  in  the  Army.  He  wore  his  official  costame,s 
blue  dress  coat,  with  buttons  of  the  Engineer  Corps,  blue  pantaloons, 
white  vest,  black  stock,  and  the  common  hat.  It  was  objected^  in  amao^ 
ner  exceedingly  kind  and  courteous,  that  he  wore  a  black  cravat,  bid 
no  chapeau,  and  no  sword,  and  could  not  thus  pass  the  Queen.  1  tried 
once,  twice,  or  thrice,  to  surmount  the  difficulty  by  adverting  to  tk 
official  character  of  his  dress,  but  the  rule  was  express,  and  there  Ta^ 
no  discretion  to  relax  it.  Pained  at  the  position  in  which  my  estinii- 
ble  countryman  was  placed,  among  strangers,  and  in  a  place  to  vfaieh 
he  was  entirely  unaccustomed,  I  unhesitatingly  ofiered  to  go  home  with 
him,  and  in  this  suggestion  his  companions  joined.  We  retired.  Itwa^ 
impossible  to  do  less,  and  we  did  no  more." 

Mr.  Dallas  to  M.  M.,  London,  June  26,  1856;  1  Dallas's  Letters,  53. 

On  this  scene  some  characteristic  comments  are  given  by  Lord  Malmee- 
bury,  British  secretary  for  foreign  affairs  in  Lord  Derby^s  administr* 
tion,  in  his  Memoirs,  under  date  of  June  26,  June  28,  1856. 

2  Memoirs  of  an  ex-Minister,  48. 

Congress  having  by  resolution  taken  from  the  Secretary  of  State  the 
discretion  reposed  in  him  as  to  prescribing  the  costumes  of  those  eii- 
gaged  in  the  service  of  the  Department,  the  discretion  "  to  select  hisowB 
costume"  is  left  to  the  gentlemen  so  employed. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Jay,  July  13,  1869.     MSS.  Inst.  Austrii.  See 
Senate  Ex.  Doc.  31,  36th  Cong.,  Ist  sees. 

"  The  diplomatic  officials  of  nearly  all  countries  wear  a  uniform  ^ 
erally  consisting  of  a  coat  more  or  less  richly  embroidered  with  gold,* 
cocked  hat,  and  sword.  By  a  resolution  of  Congress  passed  in  1867  tk 
diplomatic  officials  of  the  IJnited  States  are  forbidden  to  wear  'anyow- 
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form  or  o£Bcial  costume  not  previously  authorized  by  Gongress ; '  aud 
although  the  wording  of  the  resolution  is  ambiguous,  and  might  be 
held  to  prevent  a  minister's  wearing  any  clothes  at  all,  he  appears  in 
ordinaiy  evening  dress,  unless,  having  been  a  military  or  naval  officer, 
he  wear  the  nniiorm  prescribed  for  his  rank.  The  history  of  this  res- 
olution is  somewhat  curious.  At  the  beginning  of  our  Government  the 
co«>lume  worn  by  men  in  society  admitted  of  much  greater  variety  than 
at  present  in  color,  cut  and  ornament,  and  therefore  there  was  no  special 
distinction,  except  in  point  of  richness,  between  dress  worn  at  court  and 
on  ordinary  occasions.  When  our  mission  went  to  Ghent,  in  1814,  for 
the  conclusion  of  the  treaty  with  Great  Britain,  a  change  had  come 
over  European  usages ;  and  it  was  found  advisable  to  adopt  some  uni- 
form to  mark  the  rank  of  the  members  of  the  mission.  They  agreed  to 
wear  a  blue  coat,  slightly  embroidered  with  gold,  with  white  breeches, 
white  silk  stockings,  and  gold  knee  buckles  and  shoe  buckles,  a  sword, 
and  a  small  cocked  hat  with  a  black  cockade.  For  grand  occasions, 
this  uniform  was  made  somewhat  richer.  In  1823,  Mr.  .John  Quincy 
Adams,  then  Secretary  of  State,  wrote  to  our  ministers  abroad  recom- 
mending tbe  use  of  the  uniform  worn  by  the  mission  of  Ghent,  send- 
ing a  formal  description  of  it  as  well  as  an  engraved  plate.  During  the 
administration  of  General  Jackson  in  1829,  this  uniform  was  changed. 
It  was  made  simpler  and  cheaper,  consisting  of  a  black  coat  with  a  gold 
8tar  on  each  side  of  the  collar,  black  or  white  knee  breeches,  a  three- 
cornered  chapeau  bras,  with  a  black  cockade  and  a  gold  eagle,  and  a  steel- 
mounted  sword  with  a  white  scabbard.  This  dress  was  not  prescribed 
by  the  President,  but  was  suggested  as  an  appropriate  and  convenient 
uniform  dress  for  the  diplomatic  agents  of  the  United  States.  It  is  said 
that  not  all  ministers  conformed  to  this  recommendation,  and  that  some 
of  them  appeared  in  more  brilliant  uniforms  suited  to  tneir  respective 
tastes.  Some  suggestions  were  made  on  this  subject  to  the  Department 
of  State ;  and  Mr.  Marcy,  on  June  1, 1853,  issued  a  circular  withdraw- 
ing all  previous  instructions,  and  recommending  the  appearance  at  court 
of  our  ministers  in  the  simple  dress  of  an  American  citizen  <  whenever 
it  could  be  done  without  detriment  to  the  public  interest.'  Mr.  Marcy 
cited  tbe  example  of  Dr.  Franklin,  who  had  appeared  in  the  French 
court  in  very  simple  dress;*  but  it  is  now  well  known  that  this  was 
not  owing  to  the  love  of  simplicity  on  the  part  of  Franklin,  but  merely 
that  on  a  certain  occasion  his  presence  was  so  much  desired  at  court, 
when  he  had  no  clothes  in  which  he  considered  it  fit  to  appear,  that 
he  was  requested  to  come  in  whatever  he  happened  to  be  wearing  at 
the  moment.  In  compliance  with  these  instructions,  several  of  our 
ministers  attempted  to  go  to  court  in  plain  evening  dress.  To  Mr.  Bel- 
mont, at  The  Hague,  no  objection  was  made,  although  it  was  evidently 
preferred  that  he  should  comply  with  the  usages  of  the  place.  Mr. 
Mason  presented  his  credentials  to  the  Emperor  Napoleon  in  civil  dress, 
but  subsequently  adopted  a  simple  uniform,  which  he  always  wore  on 
ceremonial  occasions.  At  Stockholm,  while  the  King  expressed  his 
perfect  willingness  personally,  to  receive  Mr.  Schroeder  in  plain  dress, 
he  said,  '  the  etiquette  of  my  house  is  subject  to  regulations  which  can- 
not be  waived  for  one  in  preference  to  others.  In  audiences  of  business 
I  will  receive  him  in  any  dress  his  Government  may  prescribe ;  but  in 
the  society  of  my  family  and  on  occasions  of  court  no  one  can  be  re- 
ceived but  in  court  dress,  in  conformity  with  the  established  customs.' 

*  This,  however  was  Qaaker  full  dreas,  being  coart  dretm  in  the  times  of  Charles  JI. 
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Mr.  Yroom,  at  Berlin,  was  told  that '  His  Majesty  woald  not  consider 
an  appearance  before  him  without  costume  as  respectful.'  Mr.  Bodi* 
anan  was  excluded  from  the  diplomatic  tribune  at  the  opening  of  Par- 
liament because  he  refused  to  wear  court  dress ;  and  when  sabsequentlj 
he  insisted  on  wearing  civilian  dress,  Sir  Edward  Gnst  told  him  ^  that 
he  hoped  he  would  not  appear  at  court  in  the  dress  he  wore  apon  the 
street,  but  would  wear  something  indicating  his  official  position.'  He 
therefore  appeared  at  court  in  ordinary  evening  dress,  with  a  plaio 
black  sword  and  a  cocked  hat.  Mr.  H.  S.  Sauford,  who  had  been  act- 
ing as  charg^  d'affaires  at  Paris  until  the  arrival  of  Mr.  Mason,  carried 
out  Mr.  Marcy's  instructions  literally,  and  adopted  an  evening  dres». 
When  Mr.  Mason,  as  has  just  be^n  mentioned,  returned  to  the  ose<^ 
uniform,  Mr.  Sanford  complained  of  this  to  the  Department  of  State, 
and  offered  his  resignation.  His  conduct  in  the  matter  was  approved 
by  Mr.  Marcy,  but  his  resignation  was  accepted.  Six  years  afterwards 
in  January,  1860,  when  Mr.  Faulkner  was  about  proceeding  to  Paris, 
Mr.  Sanford  wrote  to  General  Cass  referring  to  the  previous  correspond- 
ence, ridiculing  Mr.  Mason's  course,  and  asking  that  Mr.  Faalkner 
should  be  instructed  to  wear  civilian  dress.  Mr.  Sanford  in  this  let- 
ter confounded  two  things,  court  dress  and  diplomatic  uniform ;  for 
even  in  countries  where  court  dress  is  required,  there  is  a  diplomatic 
uniform  different  from  that  worn  by  other  officials ;  and  the  example  of 
the  Turkish  embassador,  brought  up  by  him,  was  by  no  means  to  the 
point.  Turkish  diplomats  always  wear  a  diplomatic  uniform,  and  by 
no  means  the  ordinary'  Turkish  dress,  which  can  be  worn  in  the  presence 
of  the  Sultan.  In  compliance  with  a  resolution  of  the  Senate,  the  papers 
on  this  subject  were  printed  shortly  afterward.  (Senate  Ex.  Doc  31 
36th  Cong.,  Ist  sess.,  Apr.  1, 1860.)  No  further  action  was  taken  until 
March,  1867,  when,  by  the  joint  efforts  of  Senator  Sumner  and  General 
Banks,  the  resolution  in  question  was  forced  through  Congress.  *  *  * 
The  resolution,  in  point  of  fact,  does  not  accomplish  what  was  intended 
by  it — to  prevent  the  wearing  of  court  dress  in  London,  almost  the  only 
place  where  it  Is  worn,  for  court  dress  is  neither  a  uniform  nor  aa 
official  costume." 

Schuyler's  Am.  Diplom.,  139  J'. 

<^  Officers  of  the  several  grades  in  the  diplomatic  service  of  the  United 
States  are  hereby  instructed  to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  law  pro- 
hibiting them  from  wearing  any  uniform  or  official  costame  not  pr^ 
viously  authorized  by  Congress. 

^^  The  statute  authorizes  all  officers  who  have  served  daring  the  rebell- 
ion as  volunteers  in  the  armies  of  the  United  States,  and  who  have 
been,  or  may  hereafter  be,  honorably  mustered  out  of  the  volunteer 
service,  to  bear  the  official  title,  and,  upon  occasions  of  ceremony,  to 
wear  the  uniform  of  the  highest  grade  they  have  held  by  brevet  or 
other  commissions  in  the  volunteer  service." 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

<<  I  observe  that,  in  your  dispatch,  you  refer  to  the  exceptional  posi- 
tion of  the  minister  and  secretary  of  legation  of  the  United  States^ 
whose  plain  evening  costume,  amidst  a  brilliant  display  of  uniforms  <^ 
every  class,  ^  succeeded,'  as  you  say, '  in  securing  the  embarrassmeDt 
of  diffito  monstrari  conspicuousness.'    *    •    • 
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^'  The  absence  of  civil  distinctions  at  home  forbids  their  adoption 
abroad ;  and  ^ven  were  the  diplomatic  ocgauization  a  distinct  branch 
of  service,  with  appointment  for  life  or  good  behavior  and  promotion 
by  seniority,  the  fitness  of  adopting  for  its  members  a  distinctive  nni- . 
form  is  questionable.  The  analogy  of  the  military  and  naval  services 
is  not  wholly  in  point,  for  with  them  uniform  is  necessary  to  a  proper 
disciplinary  organization,  and  visible  distinctions  of  oificial  rank  are 
essential. 

<' Uniforms  are  of  two  classes — those  denoting  relative  rank  and  au- 
thority in  an  organized  disciplined  service,  and  those  which,  like  the 
robes  of  knightly  orders  and  the  like,  mark  class  or  titular  privilege. 
Neither  of  these  is  applicable,  in  theory,  to  those  citizens  who  may  be 
chosen  to  represent  abroad  the  sovereignty  of  the  Kepublic.  •  •  • 
The  dignity  of  the  representative  oflSce  should  be  deemed  per  se  above 
all  distinctions  in  the  way  of  personal  apparel. 

^<  I  have  been  told  of  a  pertinent  illustration  of  this  in  Spain,  some 
years  ago,  on  the  occasion  of  the  first  oificial  reception  of  the  late  King. 
All  the  dignitaries  and  ofiGlcers  of  the  realm,  to  the  number  of  some 
three  thousand,  were  in  attendance,  and  foreign  representktives  like- 
wise assisted.  Uniform  being  de  rigtsur^  every  one  wore  that  of  the 
highest  ofQcial  or  titular  rank  to  which  he  was  entitled.  In  the  whole 
assemblage  four  men  appeared  in  evening  dress — the  president  of  the 
Senate,  the  president  of  the  Chamber  of  Deputies,  and  the  minister 
and  secretary  of  legation  of  the  United  States.  They  were  indeed  con- 
spicuous, but  necessarily  so.  The  Spanish  legislative  body  wears  as 
such  no  uniform.  Either  of  the  presiding  officers  might  have  worn,  as 
a  private  individual,  any  one  of  the  uniforms  belonging  to  the  rank  held 
in  other  official  stations,  as  ambassador,  privy  councillor,  or  grand 
cross;  but  such  uniform  would  have  been  beneath  the  dignity  of  the 
representative  function  with  which  they  stood  invested. 

^'  Upon  reflection,  and  in  the  light  of  this  example,  it  may  be  ques- 
tioned whether  the  representative  quality  of  an  envoy,  the  highest 
known  in  the  coequal  intercourse  of  nations,  is  not  rather  diminished 
than  enhanced  by  wearing,  as  is  done  in  some  cases  under  statutory 
authority,  the  uniform  of  past  or  present  military  rank." 

Mr.  Bayard,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Carry,  Jan.  15, 1886.    MSSi  Inst.,  Spain. 

(4)  Expenses. 

§  1070. 

^^  Congress  has  mortified  me  a  little  by  cutting  off  one-fifth  of  my 
salary,  at  a  time  when  the  increase  of  my  family  rather  required  an 
increase  of  it.  The  consequence  of  it  must  be  that  I  must  entertain 
less  company,  whereas  the  interest  of  the  United  States  requires  that 
I  should  entertain  more.  There  is  not  a  man  in  the  world  less  inclined 
to  pomp  or  to  entertainments  than  myself,  and  to  me  personally  it  is  a 
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relief  to  be  excused  from  both.  But  If  I  know  anything  in  (be  world, 
I  know  that  this  measure  is  not  for  the  public  good,  nor  a  measure  of 
economy.  If  there  is  anybody  in  America  who  understands  economj- 
better  than  the  Dutch  nation,  I  know  nothing  of  either,  and  their  policy 
is  always,  upon  occasions  of  coDsequence,  to  appoint  ambassadors, 
and  even  ambassadors  extraordinary,  as  they  did  at  the  late  peace, 
my  fHend  Brantzen,  with  seventy -five  thoasand  guilders  to  fornish  his 
house,  and  his  table,  and  seventy-five  thousand  guilders  a  year  to  speod 
in  it.  In  short,  that  nation  which  places  its  own  ambassadors  at  the  tail 
of  the  whole  creation,  cannot  itself  expect  to  be  soon  at  the  head.  If  this 
policy  does  not  expose  our  country  to  a  million  insults,  and  at  la«t  com- 
pel her  by  war  and  bloodshed  to  consult  better  her  own  honor,  I  m 
much  mistaken.  How  are  we  to  do  f  We  are  to  negotiate  with  all  the 
ambassadors  here,  that  is,  we  are  to  be  invited  to  dine  to-morrow  at  a 
table  with  three  thousand  pounds  sterling  upon  it,  and  next  day  we  are 
to  return  this  civility  by  in\dting  the  same  company  to  dine  with  us  upon 
earthenware  I  I  am  well  aware  of  the  motives  to  this  conduct,  which 
are  virtuous  and  laudable,  but  we  shall  find  that  we  cannot  keep  ap 
our  reputation  in  Europe  by  such  means,  where  there  is  no  idea  of 
the  motives  and  principles  of  it,  and  where  extreme  parsimony  is  not 
economy.  We  have  never  been  allowed  anything  tx)  furnish  oar  houses 
or  tables,  %nd  my  double  capacities  have  obliged  me  to  furnish  mvself, 
both  in  Holland  and  France,  which,  besides  exposing  me  to  be  unmerci- 
fully robbed  and  plundered  in  my  absence,  has  pinched  and  straitened 
me  confoundedly.  However,  I  am  the  best  man  in  the  world  to  bear  it, 
and  so  be  it." 

Mr.  J.  Adams  to  Mr.  Wairen,  Aug.  27,  1784.  See  3  Jobn  Adams'  Works,  133, 
161 ;  9  John  Adams'  Works,  525,  527. 

The  report  of  Mr.  Jefferson,  as  Sec.  of  State,  on  Nov.  3, 1792,  in  respect  to  ex- 
penses of  foreign  intercourse,  is  given  in  1  Am.  State  Pap.,  (For.  Bel.,)  137. 

As  to  the  inadequacy  of  the  salary  allowed  ministers  in  Paris  for  their  sapport, 
see  Mr.  Gallatin  to  Mr.  Madison,  Nov.  23, 1B15 ;  1  GaUatin's  Writings,^. 

^*  Is  it  necessary  that  the  ITnited  States  should  be  represented  with 
foreign  i)Owers  ?  This  has  long  ceased  to  be  a  question.  Shall  they 
maintain  a  proper  station  there — ^hot  assuming,  but  dignified,  such  as 
the  general  expectation  and  common  opinion  of  mankind  have  given 
them  ?  That  has  never  been  a  question.  The  character  of  the  country, 
if  not  its  rank,  is  in  some  degree  affected  by  that  which  is  maiDtained 
by  its  ministers  abroad.  Their  utility  in  all  the  great  objects  of  their 
mission  is  essentially  dependent  on  it.  A  minister  can  be  usefnl  only 
by  filling  his  pfttce  with  credit  in  the  diplomatic  corps,  and  in  tht;  cor* 
resi>ondlng  circle  of  society  in  the  country  in  which  he  resides,  which  is 
the  best  in  every  country.  By  taking  the  proper  ground,  if  he  pos- 
sesses the  necessary  qualifications  and  is  furnished  with  adeqoate 
means,  he  will  become  acquainted  with  all  that  passes,  and  from  the 
highest  and  most  authentic  sources.  Inspiring  confidence  by  rei)Osing 
it  in  those  who  deserve  it,  and  by  an  honorable  deportment  in  other 
respects,  he  will  have  much  influence,  especially  in  what  relates  to  his 
own  country.  Deprive  him  of  the  necessary  means  to  sustain  this 
ground,  separate  him  from  the  circle  to  which  he  belongs,  aod  he  is 
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reduced  to  a  cipher.  He  may  collect  intelligence  from  adventurers  and 
spies,  but. it  will  be  of  comparatively  little  value,  and  in  other  respects 
he  had  as  well  not  be  there." 

Mr.  Monroe,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lowndes,  chairman  of  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  Apr.  5, 1816.    Quoted  in  Schuyler's  American  Diplomacy,  151. 

^^  The  late  royal  marriages,  and  the  other  that  is  in  prospect,  make 
distressing  drafts  upon  the  pockets  of  all  who  are  obliged  to  go  through 
the  ceremonies  to  which  they  give  rise.  To-morrow  the  Queen  holds  a 
drawing  room,  and  we  have  a  summons  from  the  chamberlain  to  attend 
a  party  at  Garleton  House  on  Monday.  I  would  as  soon  have  been 
served  with  a  summons  in  debt  for  fifty  pounds  sterline.  Ladies  who 
have  been  at  court  and  know  what  must  be  the  expense  of  a  wardrobe 
will  be  the  persons  to  understand  this  remark." 

Mr.  Rush,  minister  at  London,  to  Mr.  Monroe,  President,  unofficial,  Apr.  92, 
1818.    Monroe  Papers,  Dept.  of  State. 

The  opinion  of  Mr.  Wirt,  Attorney-General,  Oct.  1, 1831,  as  to  allowance  of  sala- 
ries and  outfits  to  ministers,  is  given  in  Senate  Doc.  411,  special  sess.,  1821. 
5  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Rel.),  755.  (This  opinion  is  not  given  in  the  series  of 
opinions  of  Attorneys-General.') 

Mr.  Monroe,  when  succeeding  Mr.  Morris  as  minister  at  Paris,  was, 
in  consequence  of  the  hospitality  required  of  him,  "  encouraged  not  only 
to  spend  all  his  salary  in  his  office,  but  much  more,  and  had  he  been 
in  a  condition  to  enlarge  his  expenditures  still  beyond,  his  country 
would  have  profited  by  the  sacrifice.'' 

Mr.  Vaughan^  Memorandum  of  1826  in  Monroe  MSS. 

As  a  i)reliminary  principle,  it  seems  clear  that  the  representatives 
of  a  great  nation  like  the  American  ought  to  appear  in  some  measure 
as  the  representatives  of  other  great  nations  appear ;  otherwise  the  loss 
of  iufluence  produced  by  refusing  to  submit  to  small  expenses  may  have 
to  be  made  by  other  expenses.  •  •  •  Whoever  is  fit  to  represent  a 
nation  at  a  great  court  must  be  trusted  to  act  on  these  extraordinary 
occasions  at  his  own  discretion,  subject  to  the  approbation  of  his  supe- 
riors at  home. 

Ibid. 

<^  The  general  superintendence  of  our  foreign  relations,  which,  under 
your  direction,  is  vested  in  the  head  of  the  State  Department,  would 
seem  to  require  that  he  should,  at  proper  periods,  bring  to  your  view 
the  state  of  our  diplomatic  intercourse  with  other  nations,  and  suggest 
the  measures  which  occur  to  him  for  making  its  agency  more  effectual. 

**That  agency  employed  (necessarily,  perhaps)  by  European  powers 
in  forming  or  defeating  political  combinations,  and  in  a  vigilant  obser- 
vation of  each  other's  plans  and  operations,  with  us  has  different  objects. 
Bemote  from  these  scenes  of  political  jealousy  and  strife,  strong  in  our 
own  resources,  and  giving  no  umbrage  by  intermeddling  in  the  affairs 
of  other  nations,  we  want  no  alliances  for  our  defense,  nor  do  we  fear 
that  any  will  be  formed  which  it  is  our  interest  to  defeat,  and  thus  have 
ijo  motive  for  entering  the  vortex  of  European  diplomacy.    Ours  has  a 
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distinct  clianictei-.  Its  ouly  objects  are  the  preservation  of  peace,  the 
extension  to  other  powers  of  a  mutually  beneficial  commerce,  the  pro- 
motion of  a  friendly  interchange  of  good  ofiices,  and  the  establishmeDt, 
by  treaty,  of  principles  which  may  render  wars  less  frequent  and  di^nn 
them  when  they  must  occur  of  many  unnecessary  horrors,  inconsistent 
with  the  manners  and  feelings  of  the  age  in  which  we  live. 

"Confined,  however,  to  these  objects,  this  branch  of  the  Executive 
functions  of  our  Government  would  seem  to  be  sufficiently  importaot; 
but  all  who  have  observed  its  operations  must  be  convinced  that  its 
utility  is  not  sufficiently  appreciated  and  that  it  is  even  regarded  with 
unreasouable  jealousy.  Ministers  are  considered  as  favorites,  selected 
to  enjoy  the  pleasures  of  foreign  travel  at  the  expense  of  the  people, 
their  places  as  sinecures,  and  their  residence  abroad  as  a  contiDoed 
scene  of  luxurious  enjoyment. 

"  Their  exertions,  their  embarrassments,  their  laborious  intercouise 
with  the  Governments  to  which  they  are  sent,  their  anxious  care  to 
avoid  anything  that  might,  on  the  one  hand,  give  just  cause  of  offense, 
or  to  neglect  or  abandon  the  rights  of  their  country  or  its  citizens,  oo 
the  other,  are  all  unknown  at  home.  Even  the  merit  of  their  corre- 
spondence, from  which,  at  least,  the  reward  of  honor  might  be  derived, 
is  hid  in  the  archives  of  the  Department  and  rarely  sees  the  light,  and 
except  in  the  instances  of  a  successful  negotiation  for  claims,  a  minister 
returns  to  his  country,  after  years  of  the  most  laborious  exertion  of  tiie 
highest  talent,  with  an  injured,  if  not  a  broken,  fortune,  his  conntrymefl 
ignorant  of  his  exertions,  and  undervaluing  them  perhaps  if  known. 
On  the  whole,  there  is  scarcely  an  office  of  which  the  duties,  properly 
performed,  are  more  arduous,  more  responsible,  and  less  fairly  appre- 
ciated than  that  of  a  minister  to  a  country  with  which  we  have  importaot 
commercial  relations.  Yet  there  is  some  reason  to  believe  that  appoint- 
ments to  them  are  eagerly  sought  from  the  same  false  ideas  of  the  nature 
of  the  employment.  To  these  mistaken  ideas,  more  or  less  prevalent, 
may  be  traced  many  of  the  evils  which  have  operated,  and  still  operate, 
injuriously  upon  the  interests  and  reputation  of  the  country.    •   *  * 

"A  minister  to  a  foreign  power,  whatever  may  be  his  grade,  is  the 
accredited  agent  of  his  country.  If  he  is  forced,  from  the  inadequate 
compensation  that  is  allowed  him,  to  live  in  a  manner  that  will  not 
allow  him  to  associate  on  an  equal  footing  with  others  of  the  same  grade, 
he  is  deprived  of  many  of  the  advantages  which  social  intercourse 
affords  to  perform  essential  duties,  and  to  gain  important  informatioD 
which  can  only  be  obtained  by  mixing  in  the  first  circles.  It  is  not 
expected,  nor  should  I  recommend,  that  his  allowance  should  be  such 
as  to  enable  him  to  vie  in  expense  of  living  with  the  ministers  of  mou- 
archs  who  allow  extravagant  salaries,  and  who  themselves  have  large 
fortunes  which  they  expend  in  addition  to  their  official  allowance,  bat 
he  ought  to  have  the  means  of  returning  civilities  which  be  receives-^ 
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giving  to  his  countrymen  a  plain  hospitable  reception  when  they  visit 
the  place  of  his  residence — and,  above  all,  he  ought  to  have  an  allow- 
ance that  will  enable  him  to  meet  the  expenses  absolutely  necessary  for 
the  due  pertbrmance  of  his  official  duties  without  trenching  on  his  sal- 
ary so  much  as  to  render  it  entirely  incompetent  to  his  necessary  and 
decent  support    •    •    • 

^^  The  usual  answer  to  these  representations  is  that,  notwithstanding 
all  these  inconveniences,  candidates  are  always  found  eagerly  seeking 
these  appointments.  But  it  must  be  remarked  that  these  candidates 
are  of  two  kinds:  First,  men  of  wealth  who  are  willing  to  purchase 
the  honor  of  the  station  at  the  expense  of  their  private  fortunes.  But 
although  these  are  not  always  the  fittest  in  other  respects  for  the  place, 
they  are  sometimes  selected,  and  their  appointment  is  popular,  because 
there  seems  to  be  no  objection  to  a  minister's  keeping  up  a  decent  ap- 
pearance, provided  he  does  it  at  his  own  expense.  Secondly,  there  are 
others  who  seek  these  appointments,  because  they  make  false  calcula- 
tions on  the  consequences!  They  resolve  to  be  very  economical,  to  live 
neithin  their  income,  and  to  be  drawn  into  no  extravagance,  but  on  ar- 
riving at  their  place  of  destination  they  And  that  exx)enses  which  might 
Tirith  prudence  have  been  avoided  here  are  inevitable  abroad.  Civili- 
ties are  received  which  must  be  returned ;  strangers  are  introdciced 
who  must  be  entertained ;  their  countrymen  call  on  them  and  must  be 
treated  hospitably ;  in  short,  they  find  themselves  obliged  to  live  as 
others  do,  or  to  forego  all  the  advantages  which  social  intercourse 
would  give  them  in  the  business  of  their  mission.  The  consequence  is 
that  all  our  ministers  return  with  impaired  fortunes,  however  firm  their 
resolutions  have  been  to  avoid  unnecessary  expense.  It  is  possible 
there  may  be  exceptions,  but  they  are  certainly  very  rare.  If,  then, 
none  of  the  ministers  we  have  sent  abroad,  however  prudent,  have  been 
able  to  live  on  the  salaries  that  are  allowed  them,  the  conclusion  is 
inevitable  that  the  salaries  ought  to  be  increased  or  the  ministers 
should  be  recalled.  If  the  mission  is  useful  it  ought  to  be  supported 
at  the  public,  not  at  private,  expense,  and  the  representatives  of  a  great 
nation  ought  not  to  be  obliged  to  employ,  in  devising  parsimonious  ex- 
pedients for  their  support,  that  time  and  those  talents  which  ought  to 
be  occupied  in  the  service  of  their  country.'' 

Reporfc  of  Mr.  Livingston,  Sec.  of  State,  to  President  Jackson,  Jan.  31,  1833. 
H.  R.  Ex.  Doc.  94,  22d  Cong.,  2d  sess. 

• 

"I  have,  since  my  arrival,  been  living  inconveniently  in  an  hotel, 
taking  time  to  get  my  establishment  on  a  footing  of  economy  united 
with  the  necessary  respectability  of  my  station ;  and  I  find  that  the  four 
articles  of  house-rent,  coach-hire,  servants,  and  fuel  will  take  about 
seven  thousand  dollars,  leaving  for  all  my  other  expenses,  in  this 
expensive  capital,  two  thousand  dollars.  I  make  this  statement,  not 
because  I  have  any  interest  in  it,  for  I  am  not  rich  enough  to  remain 
here  until  some  remedy  be  applied  to  the  evil,  but  for  the  honor  of  the 
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coantry,  and  to  enable  it  to  avail  itself  of  the  services  of  other  than  mm  0/ 
large  fortunes.^ 

Mr.  LivingstoD,  minister  at  Paris,  to  the  Sec.  of  State, ,  1834.  Hunt's 

Life  of  Livingston,  414.     (This  does  not  appear  in  the  Department  records.) 

'^  As  to  the  expense  incurred  for  court  mourning,  a  review  of  the  course 
pursued  by  the  Department  of  State  in  regard  to  contingent  allow- 
ances shows  that  none  was  ever  made  by  it,  under  that  head,  with  the  ' 
single  exception  of  the  case  of  Mr.  McLane,  to  which  you  refer,  and 
which  you  are  already  informed  is  regarded  by  the  President  as  haying 
been  made  without  sufficient  consideration.  The  President,  before 
whom  your  dispatch  has  been  laid,  desires  me  to  btate  to  yon  that  he 
sees  no  cause  for  changing  the  decision  which  he  had,  with  deliben- 
lion,  adopted  on  the  subject." 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  Stato,  to  Mr.  Stevenson,  Ai»r.  1. 1840.     MSS.  Inst,  Gr.  Brit 
Mr.  Webster's  report  of  July  2, 1H52,  as  to  the  esi>ediency  of  adopting  a  grad- 
uated scale  of  diplomatic  salaries,  is  given  in  Senate  £x.  Doc. No. 93, 391 
Cong. ,  Ist  sess. 

"  Now,  in  order  to  preserve  good  relations  with  a  country,  it  h  not 
sufficient  simply  to  have  a  person  living  in  town  as  cheaply  as  he  can 
afford  to  exist,  because  the  social  position  of  your  representative  is  a 
very  important  element  in  his  power  to  be  useful.  In  regard  to  his 
intercourse  with  the  ministers  of  the  country,  great  facilities  and  great 
means  of  good  understanding  are  afforded  by  easy  social  interooorse, 
which  can  only  possibly  be  obtained  by  his  being  able  to  receive  them, 
as  well  as  also  being  received  by  them.  Again,  it  is  of  great  impor- 
tance that  your  embassador  should  be  in  habits  of  social  intercourse  with 
public  men  not  in  office ;  that  ho  should  have  the  means  of  receiving 
them,  becoming  acquainted  with  their  views,  and  explaining  to  them 
the  views  and  policy  of  his  own  country.  Therefore,  I  think  it  is  of 
great  importance  to  this  country  that  your  representative  shoald  be  in 
such  an  easy  position  with  regard  to  money  affairs  as  may  enable  him 
to  receive  hospitably  persons  of  all  kinds,  and  I  may  say  also  of 
different  nations.'' 

Lord  Palmerston,  testimony  before  committee  of  House  of  Commons,  quoted 
Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  93, 32d  Cong. ,  Ist  sess.    Schuyler's  Am.  Diplom.,  150. 

XXXII.  CONTINGENT  FtJND  AND  SECRET  SERVICE, 

§108. 

"The  allowance  to  a  minister  resident  of  the  United  States  is  4,500 
dollars  a  yesirfor  all  his  personal  services  and  other  expenses^  a  year's  sal- 
ary for  his  outfit,  and  a  quartern's  salary  for  his  return.  It  is  understood 
that  the  personal  services  and  other  expenses  here  meant  do  not  extend  to 
the  cost  of  gazettes  and  pamphlets  transmitted  to  the  Secretarj'  of 
State's  office,  to  translating  or  printing  necessary  papers,  postage,  cour- 
iers, and  necessary  aids  to  poor  American  sailors.-  These  additional 
charges,  therefore,  may  be  inserted  in  your  accounts;  but  no  other  of 
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any  description,  nnless  where  they  are  expressly  directed  to  be  incnrred. 
The  salary  of  yoar  new  grade  being  the  same  as  of  yoar  former  one,  and 
your  services  continued,  though  the  scene  of  them  is  changed,  there 
will  be  no  intermission  of  salary,  the  new  one  beginning  where  the 
former  ends,  and  ending  when  you  shall  receive  notice  of  your  x>ermis- 
sion  to  return.  For  the  same  reason  there  can  be  but  one  allowance  of 
outfit  and  return,  the  former  to  take  place  now,  the  latter  only  on  yoar 
final  return.'^ 

Mr.  JeffersoD,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Short,  Jan.  23,  1792.    MSS.  Inst.  Mlnistars. 

The  fund  for  foreign  intercourse  is  an  annual  fand  placed  at  the  dis- 
posal of  the  President  to  defray  expenses;  and  he  is  limited  in  respect 
to  an  outfit  only  by  the  provision  that  it.  shall  not  exceed  a  year's  salary. 
When  the  outfit  has  been  paid,  it  is  beyond  the  recall  of  the  President 
or  Congress. 

1  Op.,  545,  Wirt,  1822. 

The  President,  having  the  foreign-intercourse  fund  under  his  direc- 
tion, may  advance  to  a  minister  going  from  the  United  States  to  Chili 
such  part  of  his  salary  as  he  shall  deem  necessary  to  the  proper  fcdflll- 
ment  of  public  engagements. 

1  Op.,  620,  Wirt,  1823. 

The  President,  being  intrusted  with  the  subject  of  the  diplomatic 
intercourse  of  the  United  States  with  foreign  nations,-  may,  in  his  dis- 
cretion, advance  money  to  a  minister  going  abroad.  (Act  1823, 3  Stat., 
723;  Eev.  Stat.,  §5  3648,  1740,  1743.) 

2  Op.,  204,  Berrien,  1829. 

The  expense  of  recasting  cannon,  &c.,  to  be  presented  to  the  Imaum 
of  Muscat,  in  return  for  presents  received,  may  be  defrayed  from  the 
appropriation  for  the  contingent  expenses  of  foreign  intercourse. 

4  Op.,  358,  Mason,  1845. 

This  appropriation  is  placed  at  the  disposal  of  the  Executive,  who  is 
charged  with  the  care  and  management  of  all  our  foreign  relations, 
^ud,  as  it  has  been  the  practice  of  our  Government,  from  its  earliest, 
bistory,  to  interchange  presents  with  the  semi-barbarous  nations  of  Asia 
and  Africa,  and  as  the  Executive  is  vested  with  a  'discretion  respecting 
the  manner  in  which  friendly  relations  with  them  can  be  best  main- 
tained, it  follows  that,  if  he  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  public  interests 
^will  be  promoted  by  tendering  a  present  in  return  for  one  received,  he 
may  legally  do  so,  and  cause  the  expense  thereof  to  be  defrayed  from 
the  funds  thus  placed  at  his  disposal. 

4  Op.,  358,  Mason,  1845.  .     ' 

A  public  minister  who  was  at  home  at  the  time  of  his  recall,  and  who 
vras  paid  his  salary  down  to  the  date  of  his  recall,  is  not  entitled,  in 
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addition/ to  compensation  for  such  farther  time  as  would  be  neoeffiarilj 
spent  in  coming  home  from  the  seat  of  his  mission. 

9  Op.,  261,  Black,  1858. 

'^  The  usual  annual  appropriation  <for  the  contingent  ezpenseBof  iih 
tercourse  between  the  United  States  and  foreign  nations'  has  been  dis- 
bursed since  the  date  of  the  a^t  of  May  1, 1810,  in  pursuance  of  itspn^ 
visions.  By  the  third  section  of  that  act  it  is  provided :  <  That  when  any 
sum  or  sums  of  money  shall  be  drawn  froin  the  Treasury,  under  anj  hi 
making  appropriation  for  the  contingent  expenses  of  interconise  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  foreign  nations,  the  President  shall  belaud 
he  is  hereby,  authorized  to  cause  the  same  to  be  duly  settled,  aDoaaDy. 
with  the  accounting  officers  of  the  Treasury,  in  the  manner  followisf, 
that  is  to  say:  By  causing  the  same  to  be  accounted  for,  specially, ii 
all  instances  wherein  the  expenditure  thereof  may,  in  his  jadgmeDt,bc 
made  public,  and  by  making  a  certificate  of  the  amount  of  such  eipes 
ditures  as  hB  may  think  it  advisable  not  to  specify ;  and  every  ^ 
certificate  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  sum  or  sobs 
therein  expressed  to  have  been  expended.' 

"  Two  distinct  classes  of  expenditure  are  authorized  by  this  law;  tbe 
one  of  a  public,  and  the  other  of  a  private  and  confidential  chaiacto. 
The  President  in  office  at  the  time  of  the  expenditure  is  made  by  tk 
law  the  sole  judge  whether  it  shall  be  public  or  private.  SncbsoES 
are  to  be  ^accounted  for  specially  in  all  instances  wherein  the  expai 
*  ture  thereof  may,  in  his  judgment,  be  made  public'  All  expenditoTH 
<  accounted  for  specially'  are  settled  at  the  Treasury,  upon  voadifli 
and  not  on  <  President's  certificates,'  and,  like  all  other  public  aocooBti. 
are  subject  to  be  called  for  by  Congress,  and  are  open  to  public  tm 
nation.  Had  information  as  respects  this  cla^s  of  expenditures  bea 
called  for  by  the  resolution  of  the  House,  it  would  have  been  promptly 
communicated. 

<^  Congress,  foreseeing  that  it  might  become  necessary  and  property 
apply  portions  of  this  fund  for  objects,  the  original  accounts  andTon^ 
ers  for  which  could  not  be  *  made  public '  without  injury  to  the  pa* 
interests,  authorized  the  President,  instead  of  such  accounts  and  vooe^ 
ers,  to  make  a  certificate  of  the  amount  'of  such  expenditures  ashensy 
think  it  advisable  n6t  to  specify,'  and  have  provided  that  ^eveiysad 
certificate  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  sum  or  90 
therein  expressed  to  have  been  expended.' 

'<  The  law  making  these  provisions  is  in  full  force.  It  is  binding  vp>K 
all  the  Departments  of  the  Government,  and  especially  upon  the  Ek^ 
tive,  whose  duty  it  is  <  to  take  care  that  the  laws  be  faithfully  eiecatei 
In  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  lodged  by  it  in  the  Executive  seva^ 
of  my  predecessors  have  made  *  certificates '  of  the  amount*  of  s*^ 
expenditures  as  they  have  thought  it  advisable  not  to  specif,' and tipn 
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these  certificates,  as  the  only  vouchers,  settlements  have  been  made  at 
the  Treasury.'' 

President  Polk's  Special  Message,  Apr.  10, 1846. 

"Actuated  undoubtedly  by  considerations  of  this  kind,  Congress  pro- 
vided such  a  fund,  coeval  with  the  organization  of  the  Government ; 
and  subsequently  enacted  the  law  of  1810  as  the  permanent  law  of  the 
laud.  While  this  law  exists  in  full  force,  I  feel  bound  by  a  high  sense 
of  public  policy  and  duty  to  observe  its  provisions,  and  the  uniform 
practice  of  my  predecessors  under  it. 

Ibid. 

XXXni.  SELF-CONSTITUTED  MISSIONS  ILLEGAL, 

§1Q9. 

"  A  self-Qonstituted  mission  to  the  French  Eepublic,  in  1798,  on  the 
part  of  Dr.  Logan,  of  Philadelphia,  led  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
Congress  of  the  30th  of  January,  1799,  subjecting  to  fine  and  imprison- 
ment any  citizen  of  the  United  States  holding  correspondence  with  a 
foreign  Government  or  its  agents,  with  intent  to  influence  the  measures 
of  such  Goverument  in  relation  to  disputes  or  controversies  with  the 
United  States.  Statutes  at  Large,  vol.  i,  p.  613;  Hildreth's  History  of 
the  United  States,  2d  series,  vol.  ii,  280.'' 

Lawrence's  Wheaton,  ed.  1^3,  p.  1003.  That  this  statute  is  still  in  force,  sea 
Eey.Stat.,$  5,335;  and  see  3  RandaU's  Life  of  Jeff.,  467;  IWhart.  Grim. 
Law,  $  274.    As  to  Dr.  Logan  person.'illy,  see  Whart.  St.  Trials,  20, 21. 

^^  The  object  of  Logan  in  his  unauthorized  embassy  seems  to  have 
been  to  do  or  obtain  something  which  might  give  opportunity  for  the 
<  true  American  character  to  blaze  forth  in  the  approaching  elections.' 
Is  this  constitutional  for  a  party  of  opposition  to  send  embassies  to  for- 
eign nations  to  obtain  their  interference  in  elections  f  " 

President  Adams  to  Mr.  Pickering,  Sec.  of  State,  Nov.  2, 1798.  8  John  Adams' 
Works,  615. 

<<  Mr.  Logan,  of  Philadelphia,  a  gentleman  of  fortune  and  educatiou, 
and  certainly  not  destitute  of  abilities,  who  had  for  several  years  been 
a  member  of  the  legislature  of  Pennsylvania,  and  has  since  been  a  Sena- 
tor of  the  United  States,  though  I  knew  he  had  been  one  of  the  old  con- 
stitatioual  party  in  that  State,  and  a  zealous  disciple  of  that  demo-* 
cratical  school  whicli  h'ds  propagated  many  errors  in  America,  and, 
perhaps,  many  tragical  catastrophes  in  Europe,  went  to  France  either 
with  the  pretext  or  real  design  of  improving  his  knowledge  in  agricult- 
ure, and  seeing  the  practice  of  it  in  that  country.  I  had  no  reason  to 
believe  him  a  corrupt  character  or  deficient  in  memory  or  veracity. 
After  his  return  he  called  upon  me,  and  in  a  polite  and  respectful  man- 
ner informed  me  that  he  had  been  honored  with  conversations  with  Tal- 
leyrand, who  had  been  well  acquainted  with  me,  and  repeatedly  enter- 
tained at  my  house,  and  now  visited  me  at  his  request  to  express  to  me 
the  desire  of  the  directory,  as  well  as  his  own,  to  accommodate  all  dis-. 
pules  with  America,  and  to  forget  all  that  was  past ;  to  request  me  to 
aeud  a  minister  from  America,  or  to  give  credentials  to  one  already  iu 
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Europe  to  treat,  and  to  assare  me  that  my  minister  should  be  received 
and  all  disputes  accommodated,  in  a  manner  that  would  be  satisfactory 
to  me  and  my  country.  I  knew  the  magical  words,  Democrat  and 
Jacobin^  were  enough  to  destroy  the  credibility  of  any  witness  with 
some  people.  But  not  so  with  me.  I  saw  marks  of  candor  and  sin- 
cerity  in  this  relation  that  convinced  me  of  its  truth.'' 

Mr.  J.  Adams,  ex-Presideot,  9  John  Adams'  Works,  244.    Patriot  Letter^  No.1 
As  to  Dr.  Logan,  see  farther  8  John  Adams'  Works,  615 ;  9  Mdy  243,  244,  tKo. 
293,  307. 

In  a  letter  of  Talleyrand  of  August  28, 1798,  to  Mr.  Pichon,  trans- 
mitted by  Mr.  Vans  Murray  to  the  Department,  it  is  stated  that  Dr. 
Logan,  when  in  Paris,  was  not  received  as  a  seeret  agent  by  the  French 
Government,  and  that  he  had  no  political  relations  with  that  Goveni- 
ment. 

2  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Rel.),  242. 

The  '<  Logan"  statute,  as  it  was  called,  remains,  with  Bome  sUght 
modifications,  still  in  force.  As  it  now  appears  in  the  Bevised  Statutes, 
it  is  as  follows : 

"  Sec.  5335.  Every  citizen  of  the  United  States,  whether  actually  res- 
dent  or  abiding  within  the  same,  or  in  any  foreign  country,  who,  with- 
out the  permission  or  authority  of  the  Government,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, commences  or  carries  on  any  verbal  or  written  conrespondenoe 
or  intercourse  with  any  foreign  Government,  or  an^^  offioer  or  ageot 
thereof,  with  an  intent  to  influence  the  measures  or  conduct  of  any 
foreign  Government,  or  of  any  officer  or  agent  thereof,  in  relation  to 
any  disputes  or  controversies  with  the  United  States,  or  to  defeat  tlie 
measures  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States ;  and  every  person, 
being  a  citizen  of,  or  resident  within,  the  United  States,  and  not  duly 
authorized,  who  counsels,  advises,  or  assists  in  any  such  correapondeuoe, 
with  such  intent,  shall  be  punished  by  a  tine  of  not  more  than  fire 
thousand  dollars,  and  by  imprisonment  during  a  term  not  less  than  six 
months,  nor  more  than  three  years  ;  but  nothing  in  this  section  shall  be 
construed  to  abridge  the  right  of  a  citizen  to  apply,  himself  or  his  agent, 
to  any  foreign  Government  or  the  agents  thereof  for  redress  of  any  in- 
jury which  he  may  have  sustained  from  such  Government,  or  any  of  its 
agents  or  subjects." 

The  last  clause  of  this  statute  was  appealed  to  by  Mr.  Seward  in  186L 
to  stop  certain  action  of  Mr.  Bunch,  British  consul  in  Charleston,  Sootk 
Carolina,  in  urging  on  the  British  Government  the  recognition  of  Con 
federate  independence. 

Mr.  Adams  to  Earl  Russell,  Nov.  21, 1861.    See  Bernard's  British  Neutrality,  l& 
As  to  Mr.  Bunch,  see  infra,  $$  116,  119. 

*^  It  was  probably  unknown  to  the  Spanish  Government  that  the  lav 
yers,in  giving  the  opinion  to  which  it  attaches  so  much  value,  (advisiBg 
action  adverse  to  the  United  Statet*,)  violated  a  positive  statute  of  tbdr 
own  country  forbidding  communicatiojQS  of  any  sort  with  forei^  Goven- 
ments  or  agents  on  subjects  to  which  their  own  Government  is  a  party.* 

Mr.  Madison,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  C.  Pinckney,  Feb  6, 1804.     M88.  Inst.,  Ma- 
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XXXIV.  PRESENTS  NOT  ALLOWABLE, 

§  110. 

In  the  session  of  1798  a  resolntion  passed  the  Senate  authorizing  Mr. 
Thomas  Pinckney  to  receive  certain  presents  tendered  him  by  the  conrts 
of  Madrid  and  London,  respectively^  on  the  termination  of  his  missions 
to  those  places.  The  resolution  was  rejected  in  the  House,  though  a 
resolution  was  subsequently  unanimously  adopted  stating  that  ground  . 
of  this  rejection  was  public  i>olicy,  and  disclaiming  any  personal  refer- 
ence to  Mr.  Pincbney.    (See  6  Hildreth,  U.  S.  237.) 

^^A  custom  prevails  among  the  European  sovereigns,  upon  the  con- 
clasion  of  treaties,  of  bestowing  presents  of  jewelry  or  other  articles  of 
pecuniary  value  upon  the  minister  of  the  power  with  which  they  were 
negotiated.    The  same  usage  is  repeated  upon  the  minister's  taking 
leave  at  the  termination  of  his  mission.    In  Great  Britain  it  is  usual  to 
offer  the  minister,  at  his  option,  a  sum  of  money,  graduated  according 
to  his  rank,  or  a  gold  box  or  other  trinket  of  equal  value.    The  accept- 
ance of  such  presents  by  ministers  of  the  United  States  is  expressly 
forbidden  by  the  Constitution,  and  even  if  it  wore  not,  while  the  United 
States  has  not  adopted  the  custom  of  maA:in^  such  presents  to  the  diplo- 
matic agents  of  foreign  powers,  it  can  scarcely  be  consistent  with  the 
delicacy  and  reciprocity  of  intercourse  between  them  for  the  ministers 
of  the  United  States  to  receive  such  favors  from  foreign  princes  as  the 
ministers  of  those  powers  never  can  receive  from  this  Government  in 
return.    The  usage,  exceptionable  in  itself,  can  be  tolerated  only  by  its 
reciprocity.    It  is  expected  by  the  President  that  every  oflfer  of  such 
present  which  may  in  future  be  made  to  any  public  minister  or  other 
officer  of  this  Government  abroad,  will  be  respectfully  but  decisively 
declined." 

Mr.  J.  Q.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Ruah,  minister  at  London,  Not.  6,  1817 
M8S.  Inst.  Gr.  Brit. ;  Honse  Doc.  No.  302,  23d  Cong.,  Istsess. 

^«  I  am  directed  by  the  President  to  instruct  the  ministers,  consulis, 
and  other  diplomatic  and  commercial  agents  of  the  ITnited  States  that 
it  is  required  of  them  that  in  future  they  will  not,  unless  the  consent  of 
Congress  shall  have  been  previously  obtained,  accept,  under  any«cir- 
cam  stances,  presents  of  any  kind  whatever  from  any  king,  prince,  or 
foreign  state." 

Mr.  McLane,  Sec.  of  State,  circular,  Jan.  6, 1634.    Honse  Doc.  No.  3U2, 23d  Cong., 
Istsess. 

This  document  contains  a  report  (March  4, 1834)  from  Mr.  Archer, 
from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affitirs,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  '^the 
Grovemment  of  the  United  States  is  the  only  one  known  to  lay  its  agents 
employed  in  foreign  intercourse  under  strict  interdiction  as  regards  the 
acceptance  of  presents  in  any  form.  This  interdiction  being  in  the  Con- 
stitution, could  derive  no  increase  of  notoriety  more  than  authority  from 
iBStruotions  to  our  agents  abroad.'' 
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The  report  goes  on  to  say  that  the  acceptance  of  presents  has,  Dot 
with^anding,  taken  place  in  caaes  when,  in  oriental  coantries,  sodi 
acceptance  is  a  matter  of  invariable  usage,  and  when  ^'  refusal  of  aooept- 
ance  would  furnish  occasion  for  resentment,  compromising  ofteDtinies 
the  efficacy  of  the  agency,  or  it  might  be  even  the  official  immaiiitiesor 
personal  security  of  the  agent.^  The  presents  in  such  cases,  when  not 
perishable,  have  been  deposited  in  the  State  Department,  or,  when  not 
susceptible  of  such  deposit  (as  with  horses),  sold,  and  the  proceeds  sent 
to  the  Treasury. 

On  the  subject  of  accepting  office  or  honors  from  aforeign  eoontiy, 
we  have  the  following: 

"While  recognizing  to  the  fullest  extent  the  eminent  service  of  Cap- 
tain Martinez,  of  the  Chilian  ship-of-war  Meteor,  in  rescuing  the  sur- 
vivors of  the  crew  of  the  United  States  merchant  ship  Mancheste, 
under  circumstances  of  extreme  distress,  the  uniform  practice  of  ta 
Government  forbids  the  presentation  to  that  officer,  in  its  own  naioe. 
of  any  tangible  token  of  this  recognition.  As  all  officers  of  the  United 
State  are  forbidden  to  receive  such  rewards  from  foreign  Governments 
for  actions  or  services  of  striking  merit,  it  is  deemed  delicate  not  \» 
confer  obligations  in  this  respect  upon  foreign  officers,  which  theii 
Governments  could  not,  under  similar  circumstances,  be  permitted  tt' 
reciprocate. 

"In  the  mercantile  marine  no  such  difficulty  exists,  and  Congress,* 
you  are  aware,  has  placed  a  liberal  fund  at  the  disposal  of  the  Pns 
dent  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  offer  suitable  testimonials lo 
those  brave  men  who  so  often  imperil  their  own  lives  in  behalf  rf 
others.^ 

Mr.  Marcy,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Starkweather,  Sept.  1, 1655.    MSS.  Inst,  Cbii 

"The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  provides  that  no  person  bold 
ing  any  office  of  profit  or  trust  under  the  United  States  shall  without 
the  consent  of  Congress  accept  of  any  office  or  title  of  any  kind  what- 
ever from  any  king,  prince,  or  foreign  state.  The  terms  of  this  protfr 
ion  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  neither  prevent  nor  author 
ize  persons  who  may  hold  office  under  any  one  of  the  States  &om  accep^ 
ing  an  appointment  under  a  foreign  Government." 

Mr.  Hale»  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Rosenberji:,  May  22, 1872.     MSS..  Dom-IX 

"Diplomatic  officers  are  forbidden  from  asking  or  accepting, for tbeifr 
selves  or  other  persons,  any  presents,  emolument,  pecuniary  favor,  office- 
or  title  of  any  kind  from  any  foreign  Government.  It  not  unfrequeotly 
happens  that  diplomatic  officers  are  tendered  pi^esents,  orders,  or  otJier 
testimonials  in  acknowledgment  of  services  rendered  to  foreign  state? 
or  their  subjects.  These  cannot  be  accepted  without  previous  anthor 
ity  of  Congress. 

*'  It  is  thought  more  consonant  with  the  character  of  the  diplontfW 
representation  of  the  United  States  abroad  that  every  offer  of  ^ 
presents  should  be  respectfully,  but  decisively,  declined.    This  ta^ 
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been  for  several  yeats  a  stauding  instraction  to  all  oar  agents  abroad, 
the  mle  is,  probably,  so  well  known  as  to  prevent  the  offer  of  snch 
presents  in  fntnre;  bnt  it  is  deemed  proper  to  call  the  attention  of  offi- 
cers to  the  siibject,  and  to  observe  that,  should  there  be  reason  to  antic- 
ipate such  an  offer,  Informal  notice,  given  in  the  proper  quarter,  of  the 
prohibition  against  accepting  a  direct  tender  thereof  would  avoid  the 
apparent  ungraciousness  of  declining  a  courtesy." 

Printod  Pen.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agents,  18d5. 

As  to  accepting  and  giving  presents,  see  Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gush- 
ing, May  8,  1843,  quoted  «Mpra,  $  67. 

See  as  to  presents  to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  Senate  Rep.,  Ex.  Doc. 
No.  23,  37th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 

As  to  presents  offered  to  George  P.  Marsh,  arbitrator  between  Italy  and  Switz- 
erland on  a  question  of  boundary,  by  those  Oovemments,  see  Senate  Mis. 
Doc.  16,  44th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 

As  to  report  in  favor  of  Mr.  J.  R.  Hawley's  acceptance  of  decorations  from  the 
Qovemmentsof  the  Netherlands  and  of  Japan,  July  15, 1882,  see  House  Rep., 
1662,  47tii  Cong.,  Ist  sess. 
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I.  ELIGIBILITY  OF. 
^  113. 

<^  If  Congress  should  thiuk  proper  to  appoint  consuls  we  are  humbly 
of  opinion  that  the  choice  will  fall  most  justly,  as  well  as  naturally,  oi 
Americans,  who  are,  in  our  opinion,  better  qualified  for  this  bnslDes 
than  any  others,  and  the  reputation  of  such  an  office,  together  with  a 
moderate  commission  ou  the  business  they  may  transact,  and  theadraa- 
tages  to  be  derived  &om  trade,  will  be  a  sufficient  inducement  to  under* 
take  it,  and  a  sufficient  reward  for  discharging  the  duties  of  it." 

Messrs.  f];ranklin,  Lee,  and  Adams,  to  the  President  of  Congress,  July  20, 1771 
7  John  Adams'  Works,  20.     See  also,  ibid.  209. 

^<  From  the  nature,  variety,  and  importance  of  consular  duties,  imd^ 
their  bearing  on  the  commercial  interests  of  nations,  consuls  ought 
always  to  be  citizens  of  the  country  which  they  represent.  Accordingly 
Yattel  (Book  2,  cap.  2,  sec.  34)  declares  that '  the  functions  of  a  cansol 
require,  in  the  first  place,  that  he  should  be  not  a  subject  of  the  stale 
where  he  resides,  as,  in  this  case,  he  would  be  obliged  in  all  things  to 
conform  to  its  orders,  and  thus  not  be  at  liberty  to  acquit  himself  d 
the  duties  of  his  office.'  Chitty,  in  his  Commercial  Law  (vol.  1,  page 
48),  adopts  the  same  principle.  It  is  true  he  proceeds  to  say :  "  Bat 
contrary  to  this  principle,  it  is  not  unusual  to  appoint  a  native,  of  the 
,  foreign  state  to  be  consul  there,  as  in  Portugal,  Spain,  and  Italy,  where 
there  is  a  scarcity  of  British  subjects,  and  in  which  it  has  been  custos* 
ary  for  the  consul-general  to  appoint  natives  of  such  countries  tcraetaft 
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their  depaties  at  inferior  ports.'    He  adds,  however,  ^  but  this,  it  has 
been  observed,  is  an  unwarrantable  and  impolitic  practice.' 

<<  The  President,  at  an  early  period  of  his  administration,  had  this 
subject  under  consideration,  and  determined  to  appoint  no  consuls  who 
were  not  American  citizens,  and,  indeed,  several  consVils  have  been 
removed  because  they  did  not  possess  this  qualification." 

Mr.  Baohanan,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Donelson,  Dec.  16, 1846.    MSS.  lost.,  Prussia. 

^<As  a  general  rule  it  is  preferable  that  United  States  citizens  only 
should  be  appointed  to  all  consular  offices.  When,  however,  none  can 
be  found  to  serve  at  a  particular  place,  aliens  may  be  selected,  giving 
the  preference  to  citizens  or  subjects  of  other  nationalities  than  that  of 
the  country  where  the  officer  is  to  serve. 

^^  When,  however,  no  such  person  can  be  found  a  subject  of  the  coun- 
try may  be  appointed  if  not  contrary  to  law  or  treaty.  If  any  other 
country  has  a  consular  officer  in  Tripoli  who  is  a  Turkish  subject  the 
United  States  may  claim  the  same  privilege  under  their  treaty.  In  the 
case  of  a  consular  agent,* however,  it  would  be  advisable  previously  to 
name  to  the  local  authorities  the  person  proposed  to  be  appointed,  if 
they  should  not  object." 

Mr.  Hunter,  2d  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Vidal,  Aug.  11,  1873.    MSS.  Inst., 
Barb.  Powers. 

"  The  experience  of  the  Government  has  demonstrated  the  iuconven- 
ience  and  often  serious  embarrassment  resulting  from  the  appointment 
of  naturalized  citizens  to  consulates  within  the  country  of  their  nativity, 
while  with  regard  to  appoiutmeuts  in  other  countries  they  stand  on  the 
same  footing  as  all  other  citizens." 

Mr!  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Glover,  Apr.  7,  1876.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 
As  to  the  impolicy  of  appointing  naturalized  citizens  as  consuls  to  the  country 
of  their  origin,  see  Sohayler's  Ani.Diplom.,79. 

By  section  1744,  Revised  Statutes,  "  No  compensation  provided  for 
any  officer  mentioued  in  section  sixteen  hundred  and  seventy  five,  or  for 
any  assistant  secretary  of  legation,  or  any  apl^ropriation  therefor,  shall 
be  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  compensation  of  any  person  ap- 
pointed to  or  holding  any  such  office  who  shall  not  be  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States ;  nor  shall  any  other  compensation  be  allowed  in  any  such 
case.'^ 

Section  1675  is  as  follows : 

<<  Embassadors,  envoys  extraordinary,  and  ministers  plenipotentiary, 
ministers  resident,  agents,  and  secretaries,  and  second  secretaries  of 
legation,  shall  be  entitled  to  salaries  as  hereinafter  provided. 

"  Envoys  extraordinary  and  ministers  plenipotentiary  to  France,  Ger- 
many, Great  Brita;in,  and  Russia,  seventeen  thousand  five  hundred 
dollars  each;  to  Austria,  Brazil,  China,  Italy,  Japan,  Mexico,  and 
Spain,  twelve  thousand  dollars  each ;  to  Ohili  and  Peru,  ten  thousand 
dollars  each. 

'^  Minister  resident  accredited  to  Guatemala,  Costa  Rica,  Honduras, 
Salvador,  and  ^Nicaragua,  ten  thousand  dollars. 

<<  Minister  resident  at  Uruguay,  ten  thousand  dollars. 
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^^  Ministers  resident  at.Portngal,  Switzerland,  Greece,  Belgium, Neth- 
erlands, Denmark,  Sweden  and  !Norway,  Torkey,  Ecoador,  Colombiai, 
Bolivia,  Venezuela,  Hawaiian  Islands,  and  the  Argentine  BepaUk, 
seven  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  each. 

'^Minister  resident  and  consul-general  at  Hayti,  seven  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars. 

'*>  Minister  resident  a;id  consul-general  at  Liberia,  four  thoosand  dol- 
lars. 

^^Agent  and  consul-general  at  Alexandria,  three  thousand  Ave  hun- 
dred dollars. 

^^  Secretaries  of  legation  to  London,  Paris,  Berlin,  and  St  Petentrarg, 
two  thousand  six  hundred  and  twenty -five  dollars  each. 

^'  Secretary  of  legation  to  Japan,  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars. 

*<  Secretaries  of  legation  to  Austria,  Brazil,  Italy,  Mexico,  andSpauif 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  dollars  each. 

^^  The'second  secretaries  of  the  legations  to  France,  Great  Britain, 
and  Germany,  two  thousand  dollars  each." 

^^Ambassadors  and  envoys  extraordinary  and  ministers  plenipoten- 
tiary shall  be  entitled  to  compensation  at  the  rates  following,  per  annum, 
namely: 

^<  Those  to  France,  Germany,  Great  Britain,*  and  Bassia,  eacli,  seven- 
teen thousand  five  hundred  dollars. 

<<  Those  to  Austria,  Brazil,  China,  Italy,  Japan,  Mexico,  and  Spain, 
twelve  thousand  dollars. 

^^  Those  to  all  other  countries,  unless  where  a  dififerent  compensation 
is  prescribed  by  law,  each,  ten  thousand  dollars. 

^<And,  unless  when  otherwise  provided  by  law,  ministers  resident  and 
commissioners  shall  be  entitled  to  compensation  at  the  rate  of  sev^tj 
five  per  centum,  charges  d'affaires  at  rate  of  fifty  per  centum,  and  secre- 
taries of  legation  at  the  rate  of  fifteen  per  centum,  of  the  amounts  allowed 
to  embasssMlors,  envoys  extraordinary,  and  ministers  plenipotentiary  to 
the  said  countries  respectively;  except  that  the  secretary  of  legation  to 
Japan  shall  be  entitled  to  compensation  at  the  rate  of  twenty-five  bun 
dr^d  dollars  per  annum. 

^<  The  second  secretaries  of  the  legations  to  France,  Germany,  and 
Great  Britain  shall  be  entitled  to  compensation  at  the  rate  of  two  tiion- 
sand  dollars  each  per  annum.  < 

In  the  consular  and  diplomatic  appropriation  biU,  approved  Feb- 
ruary 25y  1885,  there  is  the  following  clause: 

^^For  oontular  officers  not  citizens  of  the  United  States j  six  thouitai 
dollars.^ 

This  item  is  also  found  in  the  consular  and  diplomatic  act  approved 
July  1, 1886.  It  is  intended  to  cover  salaries  of  vice-consuls  who  are  nol 
United  States  citizens.  In  August,  1886,  it  is  said  that  there  is  not  a 
single  alien  appointed  to  a  salaried  consulate,  though  we  have  several 
cases  of  such  appointments  at  small  feed  consulates  and  commercial 
agencies. 

The  objeotions  to  the  appointment  of  merchants  as  consola  are  noUced  iaC 
Hunt's  MercK.  Mag.,  301 ;  10  ibid., 447 ;  12  iMd., 211 ;  16  De  BoVb  Bet.,  li 

The  objections  to  the  appointment  of  aliens  as  consols  are  stated  with  D^ck 
force  in  12  Hunt's  Mag.,  211  /. 
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n.  AFPOINTMENT  AND  QUALIFYING  OF. 

(114. 

The  consalar  convention  between  France  and  the  United  States  did 
not  require  the  reception  of  consals  wjthont  respect  to  qualifications, 
nor  <^  supersede  reasonable  objections  to  a  particular  person  who  might 
at  the  moment  be  obnoxious  to  the  nation  to  which  he  was  sent,  or 
whose  conduct  might  render  him  so  at  any  time  hereafter." 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  the  minister  of  France,  Dec.  9,  1793.    4  Jeff. 
Works,  90.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg.  • 

Mr.  Livingston's  report  of  Mar.  2,  1833,  on  the  consular  system,  will  be  fonnd 
in  Senate  Doc.  No.  S3,  23d  Cong.,  2d  sess. 

Attestation  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  consular  bond. 

1  Op.,  378,  Wirt,  1820. 

A  consul's  bond  takes  effect  from  the  time  of  its  approval  by  the 
Secretary  of  State.  (B.  S.,  §  1697.)  And  where  an  appointee  was  com- 
missioned consul  on  the  18th  January,  and  his  bond,  dated  13th  of  the 
same  month,  was  not  approved  until  the  27th,  t|;iis  was  held  valid. 

14  Op.,  7,  Williams,  ^872. 

"  The  provision  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  1, 1810,  fixing  a  salary 
to  the  consul  at  Algiers,  and  assigning  to  him  certaiu  duties,  treating 
that  place  as  belonging  to  a  Mohammedan  power,  ceased  to  be  operative 
-when  the  country,  of  which  it  was  the  principal  city,  became  a  province 
of  France.    (See  acts  of  March  1, 1855,  and  August  18, 1856.) 

Mahoney  v.  U.  S.,  10  Wall.,  62. 

m.  EXEQUATUBS. 
S  116. 

President  Washington's  order  revoking  the  exequaturs  of  Duplaine, 
French  vice-consul  at  Boston,  with  the  subsequent  correspondence,  is 
given  in  1  Am.  St.  Pap.  (For.  Eel.),  161  ff. 

As  to  revocation  of  tacequaturB,  see  8  John  Adams'  Works,  576 ;  9  i5u2.,  6, 170. 

'^  Consuls  are  indeed  received  by  the  Government  from  acknowledged 
sovereign  powers  with  whom  they  have  no  treaty.  But  the  exequatur 
for  a  consul-general  can  obviously  not  be  granted  without  recognizing 
the  authority  from  whom  his  appointment  proceeds  as  sovereign.  ^The 
consul,'  says  Yattel  (book  2,  chap.  2,  §  34),  Ms  not  a  public  minister; 
hut  <i8heis  charged  with  a  commission  from  his  sovereign^  and  received  in 
that  quality,  by  them  where  he  resides,  he  should  enjoy,  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent)  the  protection  of  the  law  of  nations.' 
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^^  If  from  this  state  of  things  the  inhabitants  of  Bnenos  Ayres  cannot 
enjoy  the  advantage  of  being  officially  represented  before  the  ooarts  of 
the  United  States  by  a  consul,  while  the  subjects  of  Spain  are  entitled 
to  that  privilege,  it  is  an  inequality  resulting  from  the  nature  of  the  con- 
test in  which  they  are  Engaged,  and  not  from  any  denial  of  their  rights, 
as  parties  to  a  civil  war.  The  recognition  of  them,  as  such,  and  the 
consequent  admission  of  their  vessels  into  the  ports  of  the  United  States 
operates,  with  an  inequality  far  more  important,  against  the  other  paify 
to  that  contest,  and  in  their  favor." 

Mr.  Adams,  Sec.  of  State,  to  the  Presideot,  Jan.  28,  lt<l9.     MSS.  Report  Book. 

ff 

<^  The  power  of  appointing  consuls  or  vice-consuls  is  regarded  as  be- 
longing, in  the  first  instance,  exclusively  to  the  Government  whose  com- 
mercial interests  are  committed  to  their  care.  This  power,  however, 
is  considered  capable  of  being  delegated  to  such  persons  and  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  deemed  expedient  by  those  from  whom  the  aathoritj 
must  emanate.  Before  an  exequatur  can  be  granted  by  the  President, 
recognizing  a  consul  or  vice-consul  of  any  nation  as  entitled  to  ex- 
ercise his  official  functions  in  this  country,  evidence  should  be  laid 
before  him  that  such  officer  is  duly  appointed,  which  eould  only  be 
done,  consistently  with,  the  views  just  expressed,  by  producing  a  com- 
mission, either  directly  from  his  Government  or  else  from  the  authori- 
ized  agent;  in  which  latter  case  it  should  be  accompanied  by  the 
instrument  investing  such  agent  with  the  necessary  authority.  This 
power  of  appointment  is  frequently  conferred  upon  consuls-general 
with  or  without  limitation  or  modification,  but  Is  not  necessarily  or 
uniformly  attached  to  their  office." 

Mr.  McLaDe,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lederer,  Feb.  28, 1834.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 

The  action  of  the  Spanish  Government  in  refusing  exeqaaturs  to 
consuls,  is  final. 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Eaton,  Oct.  12,  18:^9.     MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 

The  President,  after  cogimissioning  a  consul  to  whom  the  GrOTem- 

ment  to  whom  the  consul  is  sent  objects,  '^  will  not  revoke  the  eommis- 

sion  unless  he  should  be  satisfied  that  the  reasons  for  not  receiving  him 

^  were  well  founded  and  of  a  character  to  justify  (that)  Oovemment  in 

refusing  an  exequatur." 

Mr.  Marcy,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Daniel,  Nov.  7,  1653.     MSS.  Inst.,  Italy. 
Ab  to  refasal  of  exequatur  on  grounds  personal  to  consul,  see  Mr.  Seward, 
Seo.  of  State;  to  Mr.  Kirk,  Apr.  27,  1864.    MSS.  Inst.,  Arg.  Rep. 

The  insertion  of  conditions  in  an  exequatur  is  unusual,  and  when 
applied  to  United  States  consuls  abroad  will  be  excepted  to  by  the 
(Jnited  States. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sickles,  Apr.  16, 1870.    MSS.  Inst.,  Spain. 
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An  exeqaatar  will  not  be  issaed  to  a  consul  sent  by  a  foreign  Oov- 
ernment  unless  he  presents  a  formal  commission. 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  Stote,  to  Mr.  Horner,  Dec.  29,  1853 ;  MSS.  Notes,  Arg.  Rep. 
See  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Garcia,  Jan.  23,  1872 ;  ibid. 

The  exequatur  of  the  Pontifical  consul  at  New  York  appointed  prior 
to  1871,  will  not  be  canceled  on  the  sole  ground  of  the  absorption  of 
the  Pope's  temporal  power  in  that  of  Italy. 

Mr.  Fiah,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Baron  Blanc,  July  18, 1876.    MSS.  Notes,  Italy. 

^^  The  provisions  of  existing  consular  treaties  between  the  United 
States  and  foreign  countries  speak  in  general  terms  of  the  issuance  of 
an 'exequatur'  on  recognizing  consular  officers,  even  when  of  lower 
grade  than  that  of  full  consul.  Inasmuch  as  it  seems  inexpedient  that 
the  exequatur,  in  the  form  of  an  official  paper  signed  by  the  President  and 
bearing  the  great  seal  of  the  United  States,  should  respond  to  usual 
modes  of  appointment  of  foreign  consular  officers  other  than  by  a  regu- 
lar commission  signed  by  the  chief  executive  of  the  appointing  state,  and 
bearing  its  great  seal,  it  has  been  deemed  proper  to  issue  a  less  conspicu- 
ously formal  exequatur  in  the  case  of  subordiDate  appointments  made 
by  the  consuls-general  or  consuls  of  foreign  powers  in  this  country  under 
their  own  signature  and  seal  of  office.  This  course,  besides  being  more 
conformable  to  the  principles  of  international  etiquette,  is  understood 
to  be  in  accordance  with  the  course  of  recognition  of  like  subordinate 
officers  of  the  United  States  in  foreign  countries." 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Sherman,  Dec.  12,  1879.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

• 

^'  Where  provisional  notification  is  given  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  of  the  appointment  of  a  consular  officer  pending  formal 
presentation  of  his  commission  and  application  for  an  exequatur,  no 
exequatur  or  certificate  of  recognition  issues,  but  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  is  required  to  cause  thb  officers  of  his  Department  to  give  tem- 
l)orary  recognition  to  the  acts  of  such  consular  officer.  After  a  rea- 
sonable lapse  of  time,  if  no  further  action  be  taken  confirmatory  of  the 
apx>ointment,  it  is  dropped  from  the  record." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Sir  £.  lliomton,  May  29, 1881.    MSS.  Notes,  6r.  Brit. 

<'  The  exercise  of  the  undoubted  right  of  withholding  an  exequatur 
is    •    •    •    an  extreme  one.    In  this  country  it  is  rarely  resorted  to." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morgan,  May  'M,  1881.    MSS.  Inst.,  Mex. 
See  also  same  to  same,  June  29, 1881. 

The  refusal  of  an  exequatur  by  a  foreign  Government,  when  not  in- 
volving an  invasion  of  the  prerogatives  of  the  United  States  under  the 
law  of  nations,  will  not  be  excepted  to. 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cox,  Apr.  29,  1886.    M§S.  Inst.,  Turkey. 
See  same  to  same,  Mar.  24, 1886 ;  ibid. 

"  When  a  consul  is  appointed  it  is  the  practice  of  the  Department  of 
State  to  send  the  consular  commission  to  the  diplomatic  representa- 
tive in  the  country  to  which  the  consular  district  belongs,  with  iustruC' 
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tioDs  to  apply  in  the  proper  quarter  for  an  exeqaatur,  by  which  the  on- 
salar  officer  is  officiaUy  recognized  and  authorized  to  discharge  his 
daties.  When  the  exeqaator  is  obtained  it  is  transmitted  to  the  ooii- 
sniar  officer  at  his  post,  throngh  the  consolate-general,  if  there  be  one  in 
the  country,  otherwise  directly  to  his  address.  The  consular  commis- 
sion is  also  sent  to  him  at  the  same  time.  It  is  usual  also  to  apply  in 
the  same  manner  for  the  exequaturs  or  formal  recognition  of  subordinate 
officers.  The  practice  in  respect  to  such  officers  in  the  colonies  or  dc^ 
pendencies  of  a  country  is  to  instruct  the  consul-general,  or  the  prinei- 
pal  consular  officer  if  there  be  no  consul-general,  to  apply  to  the  proper 
colonial  authority  for  permission  for  the  subordinate  to  act  temporanlj 
in  his  official  capacity  pending  the  result  of  the  request  for  the  exequa- 
tur. Upon  the  application  of  the  consular  officer,  or  of  the  consul- 
general  when  there  is  one,  the  diplomatic  representative  may  make  to 
the  minister  of  foreign  a&irs  such  request  for  temxM)rary  permission  to 
act  in  the  case  of  any  consular  officer  under  his  jurisdictiou*'' 

Printed  Pen.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

^^  Eefusals  to  grant  the  exequatur  are  not  uncommon.  An  Knglish  con- 
sul was  refused  by  Bussia,  in  the  Caucasus,  because  it  was  alleged  that 
he  was  hostile  to  the  Bussian  Government,  and  had  expressed  strong 
opinions  about  Bussian  movements  in  Asia.  In  our  own  history,  with- 
out going  further  back,  a  consul  recently  appointed'to  Beirut  was  re- 
jected by  Turkey,  because  he  was  a  clergyman,  and  might  be  too  modi 
connected  with  missionaries;  another  was  rejected  by  Austria  oe 
account  of  his  political  opinions,  he  having  previously  beeu  an  Austiiaa 
subject.^ 

Sohuyler's  Am.  Diplom.,  96. 

IV.  DISMISSAL, 

sue. 

The  exequatur  of  Bir.  Duplaine,  Fren^ch  vice-consul  at  Boston,  wm 
revoked,  in  October,  1793,  for  the  reason  that  he  had,  ^<  by  an  lurmed 
force,  opposed  the  course  of  the  laws  of  this  country  •  •  •  by  p» 
cuing  out  of  the  hands  of  an  officer  of  justice  a  vessel  which  he  bid 
arrested  "  by  judicial  process. 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Monroe,  Oct.  3, 1793.  MSS.  Inst.,  Minislcn. 
See  also  letter  of  same  date  to  Mr.  Duplaine.  MSS.  Dom.  Let.  1  Am.  St 
Pap.  (For.Rel.),  178. 

Under  Jay's  treaty  each  Government  had  the  nght  of  dismissiDg 
consuls  for  such  reasons  as  it  should  itself  think  proi>er.  Bat  this  did 
not  preclude  a  dismissal  based  on  special  reasons  of  policy  to  be  spe- 
cially assigned. 

1  J.  Q.  Adams'  Mem.,  157. 

"  The  President  of  the  United  States  requests  the  Secretary  of  State 
to  give  directions  for  preparing  letters  to  the  consul-general,  and  all  the 
other  consuls  and  vice-consuls  of  the  French  Republic  throughout  the 
United  States,  revoking  their  exequaturs,  and  a  proclamation  aunouDi- 
ing  such  revocation  to  the  ])ublic;  the  proclamation  to  be  published* 
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and  the  letters  expedited,  as  soon  as  the  law  shall  be  passed  declaring 
the  treaties  and  convention  no  longer  obligatory." 

PreBident  Adams  to  Mr.  Pickering,  Sec.  of  State,  July  1, 1798.    8  Jbhn  Adams' 

Works,  576. 
The  correspondence  with  Great  Britain  in  1856,  relative  to  the  withdrawal  of 

exequaturs  from  consuls  in  consequence  of  their  being  cd&cemed  in  illegal 

enlisting,  will  be  found  in  Br.  and  For.  St.  Pap.  for  1857-'58,  vol.  48, 190, 

214,  220,  226,  273,  290. 

Mr.  Banch,  British  consul  at  Charleston  at  the  beginning  of  the  late 
civil  war,  having  been  instructed  by  his  Goverment,  in  agreement  with 
the  French  Oovernment,  to  communicate  to  the  authorities  of  the  ^^  so- 
called  Confederate  States  the  desire  of  those  Governments  that  the 
second,  third,  and  fourth  articles  of  the  Declaration  of  Paris  should  be 
observed  by  those  States,"  entered  upon  such  communication  with  the 
^^Confederate  authorities.''  This  was  sustained  by  his  Government, 
who  declined  to  recall  him.  The  Government  of  the  United  States,  for 
this,  as  well  as  for  other  reasons,  revoked  Mr.  Bunch'M  exequatur. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Adams,  Oct.  23, 1861.    MSS.  Inst.,  Gr.Brit. 

See  supra^  $$  97, 105, 109;  tn/ra,  $  119. 
That  recaU  of  consul  at  request  of  Government  to  which  he  is  sent  is  usual, 

see  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Aristarchi  Bey,  Dec.  11, 1876.    MSS.  Notes, 

Turkey. 

Consuls  are  approved  and  admitted  by  the  local  sovereign.  If 
guilty  of  illegal  or  improper  conduct  their  exequatur  may  be  revoked, 
and  they  may  be  punished,  or  sent  out  of  the  country,  at  the  option  of 
the  offended  Government. 

CoppeU  V.  Hall,  7  Wall.,  542. 

If  a  consul  be  guilty  of  illegal  or  improper  conduct  he  is  liable  to 
have  his  exequatur  revoked  and  to  be  punished  according  to  the  laws 
of  the  country  in  which  he  is  consul,  or  he  may  be  sent  back  to  his  own 
country,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Government  which  he  has  offended. 

2  Op.,  725,  Butler,  1835. 

V.  NOT  obdinabil;f  diplomatic  agents. 

§117. 

^^(Tonsuls  are  not  diplomatic  characters,  and  have  no  immunities 
whatever  against  the  laws  of  the  land;  and  hence  they,  can  be  prose- 
cuted for  breach  of  neutrality  laws.'^ 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Gore,  Sept.  2,  1793.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

A  consul-general,  resident  as  such  in  the  United  States,  is  not  en- 
titled to  be  regarded  as  a  *<  diplomatic  representative." 

Circular  of  Mr.  Yan  Pureu.  Sec.  of  State,  May  5,  1830.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 
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A  consnl-general,  by  the  law  of  nations,  is  not  entitled  to  any  diplo- 
matic immanity ;  nor  is  he  by  the  treaty  between  the  United  SStates  and 
Great  Britain. 

Mr.  Seward»  Seo.of  State,  to  Mr.  Bates,  Nov.  21,  1865.    MS9.  Dom.  Let.    Sm 
fupra,  jkP2. 

'<  Ck>nsals  have  diplomatic  fdnctions  in  Barbary  States.  The  CTnited 
States  consul  is  accredited  to  the  Emperor  of  Morocco."  But  such  con- 
suls yield  as  to  precedence  to.ministers  plenipotentiary  from  other  sove- 
reigns. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  McMath,  Dec.  30,  1868.    M8S.  Inst.,  Barb. 
Powers.    See  Mr.  Davis,  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Vidal,  July  10,  1873. 


"In  our  treatment  of  foreign  consuls  in  this  country,  while  we  recog- 
nize that  as  a  general  rule  consuls  are  not  entitled  to  diplomatic  exemp- 
tions,  we  admit  the  principle  of  reciprocal  treatment,  and  indeed  take 
the  initiative  in  giving  to  foreign  consuls  all  rational  exemptions  in 
matters  dependent  on  their  official  position,  especially  when  they  are 
not  engaged  in  business.  A  consul  uot  transacting  business,  or  hold- 
ing property  here  in  his  personal  capacity,  is  not  taxed  by  reason  of  his 
official  residence,  and  the  official  supplies  sent  to  him  are  exempt  from 
customs  duties }  but  these  exemptions  should  be  reciprocal  and  depend 
on  our  consuls  receiving  like  treatment  in  the  foreign  country. 

'<  It  seems  desirable  to  a  full  consideration  of  the  question  that  the 
British  rule  should  be  known,  and  id  the  event  of  its  being  differeut 
from  ours,  that  a  definite  understanding  should  be  had  between  the  two 
Governments.'' 

a 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Phelps,  July  21,  1885.    MS8.  Inst.,  Gr.  Brit 

It  is  not  competent  for  a  consul,  without  the  special  authority  of  his 
Oovempient,  to  interpose  a  claim  on  account  of  the  violation  of  the 
territorial  jurisdiction  of  his  country. 

The  Anne,  3  Wheat.,  435. 

In  the  absence  of  other  representatives,  consuls  are  entitled  to  rep- 
resent their  fellow  countrymen  in  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty  without 
special  authority;  though  they  cannot,  without  special  authority, re- 
ceive restitution  of  the  property  in  litigation.  • 

The  Bello  Comnnes,  6  Wheat.,  152. 

While  a  consul  of  a  foreign  power  is  not  entitled  to  represent  his 
sovereign  in  a  country  where  the  sovereign  has  an  ambassador,  he  is 
entitled  to  intervene  for  all  subjects  of  that  power  interested. 

Bobson  t\  The  Huu tress,  2  Wall.,  Jr.,  59. 

As  a  general  rule  a  consul  is  not  entitled  by  the  law  of  nations  to 
the  immunities  and  privileges  of  an  ambassador  or  public  minister. 

GittingB  V.  Crawford,  Taney's  Decis.,  1, 
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Consals,  anless  otherwise  provided  by  treaty,  are  entitled  to  no  diplo- 
matic privileges. 

1  Op.,  41,  Bradford,  1794;  2  ibid.,  378,  Beirien,  1830. 

A  consal  is  not  sach  a  pablic  minister  as  to  be  entitled  to  the  privi- 
leges appertaining  to  that  character,  nor  is  he  nnder  the  special  protec- 
tion of  the  law  of  nations.  He  is  entitled  to  privileges  to  a  certain 
extent,  snch  as  safe-condnct,  bnt  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  jus  gentiuvu 
It  may  be  considered  as  settled  law  that  consals  do  not  enjoy  the  pro- 
tection of  the  law  of  nations  any  more  than  any  other  persons  who  enter 
the  coontry  nnder  a  safe-conduct. 

2  Op.,  725,  Bntler,  1835. 

Consols  do  not  eigoy  the  privilege  of  extraterritoriality. 

7  Op.,  18,  Ciuhing,  1854. 

When  a  consul  is  apx>ointed  charge  d'afEures,  he  has  a  doable  polit- 
ical capacity ;  and  thoagh  invested  with  fall  diplomatic  privileges,  he 
becomes  so  invested  as  charge  d'afifaires,  not  as  consul. 

7  Op.,  342,  Coahing,  1855.    See  supra,  $  88. 

Such  extraterritoriality  as  consals  enjoy  in  the  Mohammedan  states, 
for  example,  is  due  to  the  fact  that  these  states  are  not  admitted  to  a 
full  community  of  international  law  with  the  nations  of  Christendom, 
and  not  to  the  consular  ofBce.  The  institution  of  consuls  originated  in 
the  mere  fact  of  differences  in  law  and  religion,  at  that  period  of  modem 
Europe  in  which  it  was  customary  for  distinct  nationalities,  coexisting 
under  the  same  general  political  hea4,  and  even  in  the  same  city,  to 
maintain  each  a  distinct  municipal  government.  Such  municipal  colo- 
nies, organized  by  the  Latin  Christians,  and  especially  by  those  of  the 
Italian  Bepublics  in  the  Levant,  were  administered,  each  by  its  consuls^ 
or  proper  municipal  magistrates,  whose  commercial  relation  to  the  busi- 
ness of  their  countrymen  was  a  mere  incident  of  their  general  munic- 
ipal authority.  The  authorization  of  a  consul  to  communicate  directly 
with  the  Government  near  which  he  resides  does  not  endow  him  with 
the  diplomatic  privileges  of  a  minister. 

7  Op.  342,  Cashing,  1855. 

*  Private  extraterritoriality,  as  to  consuls,  has  fallen  into  desuetude 
among  the  Governments  of  Christendom ;  but  it  is  still  claimed  by  us  in 
our  intercourse  with  non-Christian  nations,  though  not  conceded  to  their 
consular  officers  in  the  United  States. 

Ibid. 

In  the  United  States  Consular  Begulations,  as  revised  in  1881,  it  is 
stated  that  ''  a  consular  officer  in  civilized  countries  now  has,  under 
public  law,  no  acknowledged  representative  or  diplomatic  character  as 
regards  the  country  to  which  he  is  accredited.  He  has,  however,  a 
certain  representative  character  as  affecting  the  commercial  interest^) 
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of  the  country  from  which  he  receives  his  appointment,  and  there  may 
be  circnmstances,  as,  for  example,  in  the  absence  of  a  diplomatic  r^ 
resentative,  which,  apart  from  usage,  make  it  proper  for  him  to  address 
the  local  government  upon  subjects  which  relate  to  the  duties  and  rights 
of  his  office,  and  which  are  usually  dealt  with  through  a  legation."  In 
section  76,  ^< Although  consuls  have  no  right  to  claim  the  privileges  and 
immunities  of  diplomatic  representatives,  they  are  under  the  spedsd 
protection  of  international  law,  and  are  regarded  as  the  officers  botii 
of  the  state  which  appoints  and  the  state  which  receives  them.  The 
extent  of  their  authority  is  derived  from  their  commission  and  thdi 
exequatur;  and  it  is  believed  that  the  granting  of  the  latter  instrom^t, 
without  express  restrictions,  confers  on  the  consul  rights  and  privileges 
necessary  to  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  consular  office ;  aod, 
generally,  a  consul  may  claim  for  himself  and  his  office,  not  only  sudi 
rights  and  privileges  as  have  been  conceded  by  treaty,  bat  also  soch  as 
have  the  sanction  of  custom  and  local  law,  and  have  been  enjoyed  by 
his  predecessors,  or  by  consuls  of  other  nations,  unless  a  formal  notioe 
has  been  given  that  they  will  not  be  extended  to  him." 

^'A  consul  may  place  the  arms  of  his  Government  over  his  doors. 
Permission  to  display  the  national  flag  is  not  a  matter  of  right,  thoagli 
it  is  usually  accorded,  and  it  is  often  provided  for  by  treat^y.  •  •  » 
The  jurisdiction  allowed  to  consuls  in  civilized  countries  over  disputes 
between  their  countrymen  is  voluntary  and  in  the  nature  of  arbitratioiu 
and  it  relates  more  especially  to  matters  of  trade  and  oommeroe.  A 
consul,  however,  under  public  law,  is  subject  to  the  payment  of  taxes 
and  municipal  imposts  and  duties  on  his  property  in  the  country  or  on 
his  trade,  and  generally  to  the  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  of  tbe 
country  in  which  he  resides.  It  is  probable,  if  he  does  not  engage  in 
business,  and  does  not  own  real  estate,  that  he  would  not  be  sobjeefc  to 
arrest  or  incarceration,  except  on  a  criminal  charge,  and  in  the  case  of 
the  commission  of  a  crime,  he  may  either  be  punished  by  local  laws,  or 
sent  back  to  his  own  country.'' 

^^The  privileges  of  a  consul  who  engages  in  business  in  tbe  couDtrr 
of  his  official  residence,  are,  under  international  law,  more  ^restricted, 
especially  if  he  is  a  subject  or  citizen  of  the  foreign  state." 

It  is  added  that  inviolability  of  the  consular  archives  is  seeared  bj 
treaties  with  Austria-Hungary,  Belgium,  Denmark,  France,  Grermaoy, 
Greece,  Mexico,  Portugal,  and  Sweden;  while  inviolability  of  the  con- 
sular office  and  dwelling  (but  not  as  an  asylum)  is  secured  by  treaties 
with  Belgium,  France,  Germany  (of  consuls  not  citizens),  and  Italy. 
Exemption  from  arrest,  except  for  crimes,  is  secured  by  convention  with 
Belgium,  Germany,  Netherlands,  and  Italy.  ^^  In  Austria-Hungary  smd 
France  he  is  to  enjoy  personal  immunities;  but  in  France,  if  a  citizeo 
of  France,  or  owning  property  there,  or  engaged  in  commerce,  he  caa 
claim  only  the  immunities  granted  to  other  citizens  of  tbe  conntry  wfac 
own  property,  or  to  merchants.  In  Austria-Hungary,  if  engaging  ii 
business,  he  can  be  detained  only  for  commercial  debts.  *  •  •  In 
Great  Britain,  Netherlands  (as  to  colonies),  Nicaragua,  and  Paragnay. 
they  are  regarded  as  appointed  for  the  protection  of  trade." 

U.  S.  Cons.  Eeg.,  J  J  75, 76, 77, 78. 
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VI.   VICE-CONSULS  AND  CONSULAB  AGENTS, 

§  118. 

It  is  not  nsnal  to  grant  an  exeqaator  to  any  officer  below  the  grade 
of  vice-consal. ' 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Prince  Metternich,  Dec.  26,  1834.  MSS.  Notes, 
Oerm.  St.  See  Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Lederer,  Feh.  3,  1838 ; 
ibid. 

"  Consuls  of  the  United  States  have  no  right  to  appoint  vice-consuls," 
and  ^'  the  consular  agents  they  are  authorized  to  constitute  are  not  re- 
garded as  officers  of  the  Government  or  as  entitled  to  any  privileges  or 
immunities  firom  the  Governments  within  whose  territories  they  may 
exist. 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morelli,  June  20,  1837.  MSS.  Notes,  Italy. 
See  same  to  same,  Nov.  16,  1836. 

<<A  consular  agent,  as  you  are  aware,  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  a 
United  States  officer,  being  merely  the  agent  of  the  consul  from  whom 
he  receives  his  appointment,  though,  pursuant  to  a  regulation  here  long 
established,  the  consuls  must  report  the  names  of  the  agents,  whom 
they  appoint,  to  this  Department  for  approval.  This  Government  does 
not  ask  the  foreign  Government  within  whose  territory  they  reside  to 
receive  and  recognize  them  as  its  officers  or  agents.  They  are  not  en- 
titled to  a  consular  flag,  and  may  not  use  any  insignia  of  office  contrary 
to  the  laws  of  the  country  where  they  are. 

"  It  was  Mr.  Webster's  opinion  that  *  the  consuls  of  the  United  States 
have  no  authority  to  appoint  vice-consuls^  they  being  expressly  in- 
structed to  appoint  consular  agents  at  such  places  within  their  consular 
jurisdiction  as  they  may  deem  necessary ; '  and  also  that  a  '  a  consular 
agent  stands  in  the  same  relation  that  any  citizen  would  hold  under 
similar  circumstances,  and  it  is  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  only  that 
he  can  be  considered,  and  not  as  an  officer  acting  under  the  authority 
of  the  United  States.'  ^ 

Mr.  Hanter,  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Everett,  May  28,  1855.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

Consular  agents  are  now  not  appointed  by  consuls,  but  are  nominated 
by  them  and  approved  by  the  consul-general,  if  there  be  one,  in  the 
country  to  which  the  consul  is  accredited,  and  receive  a  certificate  of 
appointment  from  the  Secretary  of  State. 

U.  S.  Cons.  Reg.,  1881.     ' 

A  '^  deputy  consul-general "  is  not  a  '<  consular  officer  "  whose  action 
validates  a  marriage  under  the  act  of  June  22,  I860  (Bev.  Stat.,  §  4082). 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Beardsley,  Jan.  30,  1874.  MSS.  Inst.,  Barb. 
Powers.  See  as  to  marriage  piore  fnlly,  in/ra,  $$  960/*. ;  Printed  Pers.  Inst., 
pip.  Agents,  $  137. 
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The  practice  in  the  United  States,  od  notification  of  the  appointme&t 
by  a  foreign  consul-general  of  a  vice-consal,  or  a  consular  agent^  is  for 
the  President  to  require  a  formal  certificate  of  appointnaent  by  the 
Government  represented  by  such  vice-consul  or  agent,  though  it  vl 
be  sufficient  if  it  appear  that  the  appointment  was  made  by  the  consul- 
general  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  his  country. 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Shishkin,  Nov.  14,  1«79.     BCSS.  Notes,  Boao. 

Exequaturs  do  not  issue  to  consular  agents  or  vice-con suls.  ^^  Orders 
to  the  Federal  officers  of  the  district  where  the  appointee's  fanctions  are 
exercised  are  deemed  sufficient  recognition.'' 

Ibid, 

ThepracticeoftheBritishGovemmentisnot  to  submit  the  commiBsioos 
of  ^^  pro-consuls,"  or  to  ask  for  their  recognition  from  the  Gk^vemmeiit 
within  whose  jurisdiction  they  are  to  act.  ^'  Unless  Her  Majesty's  Gov- 
ernment should  be  pleased  to  adopt  a  different  course  in  this  regard 
hereafter,  the  pro-consuls  will  continue  to  be  omitted  from  the  list  of 
regularly  recognized  consular  officers." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Sir  £.  Thornton,  May  29, 1881.     MSS.  Not«,  Gi. 
Brit. 

Vice-consuls  are  competent  to  hold  consular  courts  in  China  whe& 
duly  appointed  or  approved  as  such  by  the  Secretary  of  State.  (See 
act  of  February  1, 1876,  amending  Eev.  Stat.,  §  4130.) 

7  Op.,  495,  Cashing,  1855.     See  infra,  $  125. 

A  substitute  or  vice-consul,  left  in  charge  of  the  consulate  duriugUte 
temporary  absence  of  the  consul,  is  to  be  compensated  out  of  the  statote 
emoluments  of  the  office,  subject  to  regulations  of  the  Department.  An 
acting  consul  in  charge  of  a  consulate  during  actual  vacancy  of  the  ooo- 
sulate,  is  entitled  to  receive  the  statute  compensation  of  the  office. 

7  Op.,  714,  Cushing,  1856. 

Section  3  of  act  of  1866  (Bev.  Stat,  §  1729)  is  limited  to  unsalaned 
consuls  and  commercial  agents,  and  does  not  embrace  coasular  ag^tti. 

12  Op.,  97,  Stanbery,  1866. 

Vn.  irOT  TO  TAKE  PART  IN  POLITICS. 

§119. 

Interference  by  a  consul  of  the  United  States  in  the  political  afikiis 
of  the  country  of  his  residence  will  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  his  recall. 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Hunter,  Nov.  16,  1836.     MSS.  Inst.,  BnziL 

"  It  is  a  Standing  instruction  to  United  States  consuls  abroad  to  al> 
stain  from  interference  in  the  political  affairs  of  the  countries  in  which 
they  reside.'' 

Mr.  Casa^  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bertmatti,  Not.  16,  1859.    MSS,  Kotee,  Italy. 
772 


CHAP,  v.]  NOT   TO   TAKE   PART   IN   POLITICS.  [§119. 

"  It  (your  dispatch)  was  accompanied  by  Earl  Eussell's  reply  to  the 
note  which,  in  execation  of  my  instructions,  you  addressed  to  him  on 
the  subject  of  the  detention  of  a  bearer  of  dispatches  sent  by  Robert 
Bunch,  Her  Majesty's  consul  at  Charleston,  and  the  substitution  by  me 
of  another  person  to  convey  his  consular  bag  to  Great  Britain. 

"  Earl  Russell  says,  in  his  note,  that  if  it  had  been  true  (as  we  appre- 
hended) that  Mr.  Bunch  had  inserted  into  his  official  bag  and  covered 
with  his  official  seal  the  correspondence  of  the  enemies  of  this  Govern- 
ment in  the  United  States,  he  would  have  been  guilty  of  a  grave  breach 
of  his  duty  towards  his  own  Government  and  that  of  the  United  States. 
Earl  Russell  says  also,  that  on  the  opening  of  the  bag  at  the  foreign 
office  (in  London)  no  ground  for  that  suspicion  was  revealed. 

^'  These  declarations,  made  with  unquestioned  candor  and  freedom, 
are  entirely  satisfactory  upon  the  main  point  involved  in  your  note.  It 
is,  therefore,  a  pleasant  duty  for  me  to  instruct  you  to  reply  to  Earl  Rus- 
sell that  this  Government  regrets  the  interruption  of  the  passage  of  the 
consular  dispatches,  which  has  occurred  in  consequence  of  a  mistaken 
suKpicion  that  the  agent  who  transmitted  them  was  abusing  the  confi- 
dence of  the  two  Governments.  I  sincerely  hope  that  no  serious  incon- 
venience resulted  from  the  delay. 

*^  Earl  Russell,  after  making  the  explanations  which  I  have  quoted, 
proceeds  to  remark  that  Her  Majesty's  Government  was  advised  that 
the  suspicion  of  the  conveyance  by  post  of  letters  from  British  subjects 
between  the  Northern  States  and  the  Southern  States  was  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  treaty  on  this  subject  contracted  between  the  two  Govern- 
ments ;  that  Her  Majesty's  Government  had  been,  nevertheless,  unwilling 
to  press  this  view  on  the  United  States ;  but  that  this  stoppage  of  the  post 
has  occasioned  great  inconvenience  to  individuals.  His  lordship  then 
submits  a  copy  of  a  note  which  Mr.  Bunch  had  written  to  the  under- 
seen' tary  of  state,  showing  the  mode  in  which  he  had  endeavored  to 
palliate  the  evil  by  inclosing  private  letters  in  his  official  bag.  His  lord- 
ship then  dismisses  the  subject,  saying  that  he  shall  address  any  further 
communication  he  may  have  to  make  thereon  to  Lord  Lyons. 

^'  Mr.  Bunch,  in  his  note,  states  that  he  incloses  in  the  bag,  to  the 
under-secretary's  address,  certain  letters  which  are  intended  for  the 
post,  and  that  they  are  principally  letters  of  servants,  governesses,  &c., 
British  subjects,  which,  owing  to  the  discontinuance  of  the  post,  they 
are  unable  to  send  in  any  other  way ;  also,  that  some  of  the  letters  con- 
tain dividends,  the  property  of  British  subjects,  which  they  could 
scarcely  receive  without  Mr.  Bunch's  intervention.  He  adds  that  he 
hopes  that  there  is  no  irregularity  in  this  proceeding,  since  no  expense 
of  postage  is  incurred,  because  the  bag  in  which  the  letters  are  con- 
tained goes  by  a  private  hand  to  Liverpool.  I  read  this  note  under  the 
light  thrown  upon  it  by  the  explanations  of  Earl  Russell,  which  show 
that  the  whole  correspondence  contained  in  the  bag  was  innocent. 
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^<  In  these  circamstances,  what  remainB  open  to  special  exception  in 
Mr.  lianeh's  proceeding  is  his  sabstitntion  of  his  consular  bag  and  offi- 
cial seal  for  the  mail  bag  and  mail  locks  of  the  United  States,  and  of  his 
own  mail  carrier  for  the  mail  carriers  or  the  United  States. 

^'  The  proceeding  of  the  consul  in  these  respects  certainly  is  not  de- 
fensible on  any  ground  of  treaty  or  international  law ;  nor  does  Earl  Bus- 
sell  in  anyway  imply  that  he  deems  it  is  so.  The  proceeding,  however, 
was  practically  harmless,  and  it  is  not  likely  to  be  repeated." 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Adams,  Oct.  22,  1861.    M8S.  Inst,,  Or.  Brit^ 
Dip.  Corr.,  1861.    See  9upra,  $$  97, 105, 116. 

Vm.    PRIVILEGES  AS  TO  PROCESS. 

§120. 

^^  It  is  believed  that  under  the  laws  and  usages  of  France  favors  and 
exemptions  are  extended  to  foreign  consals,  and  that  in  condocting  his 
defense  Mr.  Croxall's  proper  coarse  [in  a  proceeding  against  him  for 
assaalt]  would  have  been  to  plead  the  privileges  of  his  official  char- 
acter. However  this  may  be,  the  imprisonment  of  an  American  (M>nsiil 
residing  in  a  foreign  port  is  a  serious  evil  and  inconvenience,  not  only 
as  lessening  his  influence  as  an  officer  of  his  Government,  bat  as  calca- 
l^ted  to  produce,  in  some  cases,  injurious  effects  on  the  interests  of 
American  citizens  confided  to  him,  and  to  reflect  dishonor  on  his  coun* 
try.  It  is,  also,  an  infraction  of  the  law  of  nations.  Yattel  says  (vol 
2,  chap.  2,  §  34)  that  a  sovereign  '  by  the  very  act  of  receivings  a  consul, 
tacitly  engages  to  allow  him  all  the  liberty  and  safety  necessary  in  the 
proper  discharge  of  his  functions,  without  which  the  admission  of  the 
consul  would  be  insigniflcaDt  and  deceptive.'  And,  again,  speaking  of 
consular  functions,  the  same  author  observes  that  Hhey  seem  to  require 
that  the  consul  should  be  independent  of  the  ordinary  criminal  jtutiee 
of  the  place  where  he  resides,  qo  as  not  to  be  molested  or  imprisoned, 
unless  he  himself  violates  the  law  of  nations  by  some  enormous  misde- 
meanor.' Our  Constitution  recognizes  this  doctrine  by  providing  that 
in  all  cases  affecting  consuls  the  Supreme  Court  alone  shall  have  origi- 
nal jurisdiction." 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cass,  Dec.  6, 1836.     MSS.  Inst.,  France. 
As  to  diplomatic  privileges,  see  supra,  $$92^. 

''K,  however,  as  appears  to  have  been  the  fact,  he  (Mr.  Croxall)  stood 
upon  the  same  ground  as  all  other  foreign  consuls  whose  Govern  meats 
had  not  entered  into  conventional  stipulations  with  France  to  secure 
to  those  functionaries  certain  privileges  and  immunities,  the  United 
States  have  no  special  reason  to  complain  of  the  course  of  proceeding 
against  him.    •     •    • 

"  So  far  as  regards  the  civil  action  the  United  States  do  not  assert 
the.  right  to  interfere,  except  in  cases  of  gross  injustice,  of  which  the 
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French  tribuuals,  the  President  believes^  are  incapable.  Whether  the 
arrest  and  detention  were  on  the  civil  or  criminal  process  is  not  yet 
understood.  On  the  whole  the  President  thinks  it  proper  to  leave  the 
subject  to  yoar  discretion,  to  be  pursued  or  terminated,  as  you  may  deem 
best,  with  this  suggestion,  however,  that  the  occasion  be  taken  to  estab- 
lish the  understanding  that  whenever  a  consul  of  either  party  shall  be 
the  subject  of  criminal  prosecution  requiring  restraint  upon  him,  and 
thus  interfering  with  his  official  duties,  the  Oovernment  proceeding 
against  him  shall  give  notice  to  the  diplomatic  representative  of  the 
other  party  of  the  charge  against  the  consul,  that  such  arrangements 
for  the  performance  of  the  consular  duties,  pending  the  investigation, 
may  be  made  as  the  honor  and  interest  of  his  Government  may  require. 
'^  To  remove  a  doubt  which  you  seem  to  have  on  the  subject,  it  may 
be  proper  to  state  that  the  clause  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  which  gives  to  the  Supreme  Court  original  jurisdiction  in  all 
cases  affecting  embassador^  other  public  ministers,  and  consuls  resident 
here,  has  been  construed  not  to  mean  exclusive  jurisdiction,  and  that 
Congress  has  vested  power  in  inferior  courts  of  the  United  States  for 
the  trial  and  punishment  of  offenses  committed  by  such  foreign  agents 
in  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  country  or  the  laws  of  nations." 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cass,  Apr.  13,  1838.    MSS.  Inst.,  Francei. 

A  foreign  consul  is  liable  to  be  punished  to  the  same  extent  as  other 
foreign  residents  for  a  criminal  violation  of  the  local  law  of  the  country 
in  which  he  resides. 

Mr.  Clayton,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Calderon  de  la  Baroa,  Aug.  28,  1849.  MSS. 
Notes,  Spain. 

A  French  consul  in  the  United  States  is  by  treaty  privileged  firom 
compulsory  detention  in  court  as  a  witness,  and  if  such  attendance  be 
unadvisedly  enforced,  he  should  be  discharged  and  a  due  apology  made 
to  the  French  Government. 

Mr.  Marcy,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mason,  May  30,  1854 ;  June  8,  1854;  July  14, 
1854;  Sept.  11,  1854;  Deo.  13,  1854;  Jan.  18,  1855.  MSS.  Inst.,  France. 
See  nfjpra,  $  98. 

A  refusal  to  attend  for  examination,  without  obvious  good  reason, 
would  be  the  ground  for  application  to  the  French  Government  for  in- 
terference. 

Same  to  same,  Jan.  18, 1855.    Ibid.    See  supra,  $  96. 

'<  Without  discussing  the  question  whether  Portuguese  consuls  have 
all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  French  consuls  in  the  United  States, 
subsequently  to  the  consular  convention  of  February  23, 1853,  between 
this  country  and  France,  the  undersigned  wiU  consider  the  case  of  the 
Portuguese  consul  in  New  York  on  the  assumption  that  the  provisions 

of  that  convention  applied  to  him. 
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^*  Upon  this  asBumption  the  Portagaese  con^al  would  not  be  subjected 
to  compulsory  process  for  the  purpose  of  procuriug  his  attendance  as  a 
witness  in  court,  unless  he  was  required  to  give  evidence  for  the  defend- 
ant in  a  criminal  prosecution." 

Mr.  Marcy,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  De  Figaniere]'  Mar.  27,  1855.     MSS.  Notes, 
Portngal.    See  suprOy  $  98. 

^' A  consul  in  the  United  States  or  Oreat  Britain  is  subject  to  arretst  for 
dfebt,  whether  engaged  in  trade  or  not.  If  engaged  in  trade  he  becomes 
subject  to  all  the  local  remedies  as  between  mercantile  creditors  and 
mercantile  debtors.  Of  course  he  is  subject,  if  bankrupt,  to  the  proc- 
ess of  bankruptcy  commission  in  invituniy  and  the  consequent  forced 
seizure  of  his  assets,  including  choses  in  action,  which  in  case  of  his 
legally  declared  bankruptcy  pass  'to  the  bankruptcy  administrator  just 
as,  if  dead,  the  assets  would  pass  to  a  probate,  administration.  Such 
being  the  course  of  proceedings  in  regard  to  an  involuntary  bankrupt, 
the  case  is  still  stronger  in  the  case  of  a  voluntary  bankrupt,  and  a 
petitioner  for  the  benefits  of  the  bankrupt  law.  He  becomes  subject  to 
the  local  jurisdiction  and  to  all  its  lawful  decrees  appertaining  to  the 
debts  and  credits  of  the  bankrupt,  including  the  enforced  surrender  of 
choses  in  action.  Such  are  the  principles  which  are  applicable  to  the 
case  which  you  have  presented  for  the  consideration  of  this  Depart- 
ment." 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Fuller,  Mar.  23, 1861.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

A  consul  from  Hanover  carrying  on  trade  at  San  Francisco  is  not  en- 
titled to  exemption  from  testifying  in  a  San  Francisco  court. 

Mr.  Seward,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Jadge  HofEknan,  July  22,  1862.     MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

When  a  consul  for  a  foreign  state  declines  to  appear  as  a  witness  bc^ 
fore  the  courts  of  the  country,  when  duly  summoned,  his  exequatur  may 
be  revoked.  [In  this  case  he  wasnot  privileged  by  treaty  from  testifying. 
The  question  whether  he  could  not  have  been  compelled  to  appear  by 
att^achment  does  not  appear  to  have  been  raised.] 

Janssen's  case,  Senate  Ex.  Doo.  1,  spec.  seas.  U.  S.  Senate,  1867.     Report  of 
Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  Mar.  28,  1867. 

In  Mr.  Seward's  report  in  this  case  the  opinion  of  Mr.  £.  P.  Smith, 
examiner  of  claims,  is  given  as  follows:  ^^  This  Gk>vemment  instructs 
its  consular  officers,  even  where,  as  in  France,  there  is  a  treaty  Ktip- 
ulation  that  they  shall  not  be  compelled  to  appear  as  witnesses  be- 
fore the  courts,  tha>t  it  is  nevertheless  their  duty,  on  invitation,  to  ap- 
pear and  give  their  testimony,  unless  necessarily  prevented ;  that  they 
have  no  right  on  account  of  their  official  x>osition  or  disindiination.  or 
personal  inconveniences,  to  refuse  compliance  with  such  invitation,  and 
that  a  refusal  without  good  cause  therefor  will  be  regarded  as  an  art 
of  disrespect  toward  the  Oovernment  within  whose  jurisdiction  t^e  oon- 
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8ul  resides,  aud  as  a  sufficient  reason  for  his  removal.    (Consular  Man- 
ual, sections  639  and  641.) 

^^  The  United  States  expect  from  theconsnlar  officers  of  foreign  powers 
the  same  respect  for  the  courts,  and  the  same  readiness  to  contribute 
their  testimony,  when  invoked  in  the  administration  of  justice,  which 
we  enjoin  upon  our  own  officers.  Especially  is  this  expected  from  con- 
suls engaged  in  commerce,  as  was  Mr.  Janssen." 

^^  It  is  settled  that  it  is  the  privilege  of  the  Government  of  Italy,  not 
merely  the  personal  privilege  of  the  consul,  that  its  consul  should  be 
impleaded  only  in  a  Federal  court.    •    •    • 

^^  The  Executive  has  no  capacity  to  control  or  influence  the  delibera- 
tions of  any  court.  State  or  Federal.  If  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  after 
the  consul  has  fairly  presented  his  case  and  prosecuted  his  defense  to 
the  court  of  last  resort  that  manifest  error  has  intervened  and  has  not 
been  corrected,  it  may  then  become  the  duty  of  the  executive  Govern- 
ment to  consider  its  obligation  to  repair  the  wrong.  Meantime,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  consul  to  avail  himself  of  the  means  of  defense  which  .our 
jurisprudence  affords,  and  not  contribute  by  his  own  negligence  to  an 
erroneous  decision." 

Mr.  FiBhy  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  de  Colobiano,  Dec.  23, 1869.    MSS.  Notes,  Italy. 

A  person  employed  as  interpreter  to  the  United  States  consulate  at 
Tangiers,  though  a  British  subject,  is  not  within  British  consular  jari8- 
diction  at  that  place,  ^^  because  he  is  in  the  service  of  an  officer  of  the 
United  States  accredited  to  the  Emperor  of  Morocco,  and  who,  as  such, 
according  to  the  usage  of  that  country,  is  entitled  to  privileges  of  ex- 
traterritoriality, one  of  which  is  the  exemption  of  his  servants,  includ- 
ing his  interpreter,  from  any  other  jurisdiction  than  his  own." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  SirE.  Thornton,  Apr.  5,  1872.     MSS.  Notes,  Gr.  Brit. 

''  On  the  14th  of  November,  1788,  before  this  Government  went  into 
operation  [a  consular  convention]  was  concluded  with  France.  There 
were,  however,  such  difficulties  attending  the  observance  of  its  stipula- 
tions on  our  part  that  it<s  repeal,  together  with  that  of  other  treaties 
with  that  country,  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  7th  of  July,  1798,  was 
not  regretted  here.  It  is  not  unlikely  that,  combined  with  other  causes, 
the  inconveniences  experienced  from  that  convention  disinclined  this 
Government  from  concluding  another  of  the  same  character  until  that 
of  the  4th  of  May,  1850,  with  New  Granada.  This  was  followed  by  the 
consular  convention  with  France  of  the  23d  of  February,  1853.  This 
last  instrument  had  scarcely  gone  into  effect,  however,  when  an  un- 
lucky oversight  in  the  second  article,  stipulating  the  exemption  of  consuls 
from  arrest,  occasioned  much  trouble  and  some  anxiety  to  the  Depart- 
ment. You  will  notice  that  the  exemption  is  absolute  and  unqualified. 
The  sixth  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  however, 
provides  that  an  accused  party  shall  have  compulsory  process  for  ob- 

777 


§  120.]  CONSULS.  [CHAP.T. 

taining  witnesses  in  bis  favor.  The  Mexican  consul  at  San  Frandseo 
being  on  trial  for  a  violation  of  the  neutrality  act  of  1818,  required  the 
testimony  of  tbe  French  consul  for  his  defense.  The  latter  was  snb- 
pcBnaed  accordingly,  but,  refusing  to  obey,  was  forcibly  required  to 
appear  in  court.  His  Government  complained  of  this  as  a  breach  of 
tbe  convention,  and  though  the  privilege  of  the  Mexican  consol  wk 
claimed  to  be  superior  to  the  concession  in  that  instrument,  this  was 
not  acquiesced  in  by  the  French  Government,  which  required  their  flag, 
when  raised  to  the  mast-heads  of  certain  of  their  men-of-war  at  San 
Francisco,  to  be  saluted  as  a  reparation  for  the  alleged  indignity  to 
their  consul.  It  is,  of  course,  desirable  that  in  any  future  consolar  con- 
vention no  such  oversight  should  be  committed.  Special  pains  have 
been  taken  to  avoid  it  in  the  consular  convention  with  Italy  of  the  8th 
February,  1868,  which  you  may  adopt  as  the  general  pattern  of  that 
which  you  are  authorized  to  conclude." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bassett,  Oct.  18, 1872.    M8S.  Inst.,  Hayti.    See 
more  fully,  9ttpra,  $  98. 

<^In  countries  with  which  the  United  States  have  treaty  stipnlatioiis 
providing  for  assistance  from  the  local  authorities,  consular  officers  are 
instructed  that  it  is  undesirable  to  invoke  such  interposition,  unless  it 
is  necessary  to  do  so.  In  cases  of  arrest  and  imprisonment,  they  will 
see,  if  possible,  that  both  the  place  of  confinement  and  the  treatment 
of  the  prisoners  are  such  as  would  be  regarded  in  the  United  States  as 
proper  and  humane.  If  a  request  for  assistance  is  refused,  the  oonsolar 
officer  should  claim  all  the  rights  conferred  upon  him  by  treaty  or  ooo- 
vention,  and  communicate  at  once  with  the  diplomatic  representative 
in  the  country,  if  there  be  one,  and  with  the  Department  of  State. 
When  such  requests  are  made  in  accordance  with  long-establishf^ 
usage,  he  should,  when  they  are  refused,  make  suitable  representations 
to  the  proper  local  authority,  and  likewise  advise  the  legation  and  the 
Department.'' 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.,  Dip.  Agents,  1885. 

The  exemption  of  consuls  in  the  United  States  from  suits  in  the  State 
courts  is  not  a  personal  privilege,  but  a  privilege  that  attaches  to  their 
official  character;  and  an  omission  to  plead  it  is  not  a  waiver  of  it. 

Davis  V.  Packard,  7  Pet.,  276. 

A  foreign  consul's  privilege  to  be  sued  only  in  a  Federal  court  is  not 
personal,  but  belongs  to  the  sovereign  whom  he  represents. 

Darand  v,  Halbach,  1  Miles  (Phila.),  46. 

Though  not  entitled  to  represent  his  sovereign  in  a  country  where  the 
sovereign  has  an  ambassador,  a  consul  is  entitled  to  intervene  for  all 
subjects  of  that  power  interested. 

Robson  V.  The  Hnntress,  2  Wall.,  Jr.,  59. 

Under  the  act  of  18th  August,  1856  (11  Stat.,  56;  Eev.  Stat.,  §  1738), 
which  provides  that  ^^no  consular  officer  shall  exercise  diplomatic  fane- 
tions  in  any  case,  unless  expressly  authorized  by  the  President  so  to 
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do,"  a  retiring  minister  cannot  install  a  consul  in  charge  of  the  lega^ 
tion,  nor  can  the  consul  receive  the  pay  provided  by  law  for  a  charge 
d'affaires. 

Otterbonrg  v.  U.  S.;  5  C.  Cls.,  430. 

Both  circuit  and  district  courts  of  the  United  States  have  jurisdiction 
of  suits  brought  against  foreign  consuls. 

Saint  Luke's  Hospital  v.  Barclay,  3  Blatob.,  259 ;  Graham  v.  Stacken,  4  Blatcli., 
50 ;  Bizby  v.  JaDSsen,  6  Blatch.^  315 ;  Gittings  v.  Crawford,  Taney's  Decis.,  1. 

While  state  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  of  suits  against  foreign  con- 
suls* they  may  assume  jurisdiction  of  suits  commenced  by  consuls. 

Sagory  v.  Wissman,  2  Benedict,  240. 

Where  a  foreign  consul  files  a  bill  in  equity  in  a  State  court,  it  seems 
the  court  may  entertain  a  cross-bill. 

IHd. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  foreign  consul  may  be  arrested  in  the  United 
States  circuit  court,  under  the  acts  of  February  28,  1839  (5  Stat.,  321), 
and  January  14, 1841  (5  Stat.,  410,  Bev.  Stat.,  ^  990),  and  the  New  York 
code  of  procedure,  in  a  suit  for  money  recovered  by  him  in  a  fiduciary 
capacity.  It  was  held  also  that  the  pendency  of  a  former  suit  in  a  State 
court  is  no  defense  to  a  second  suit  for  the  same  cause  of  action  in 
the  Federal  court,  as  the  State  court  had  no  jurisdiction. 

McKay  v.  Garcia,  6  Benedict,  556. 

Consular  privilege  cannot  protect  a  consul  as  to  mercantile  matters 
engaged  in  by  him  independent  of  his  official  business. 

1  Kent,  44,  62 ;  2  Phill.,  335  ;  Arnold  v.  Ins.  Co.,  1  Johns.,  363 ;  Griswold  v.  Ins. 
*Co.,  16  Johns.,  346;  Indian  Chief,  1  C.  Rob.  (Adm.),  26. 

A  consul  is  not  a  public  minister,  nor  entitled  to  the  privileges  at- 
tached to  the  person  of  such  an  officer. 

1  Op.,  41,  Bradford,  1794. 

The  President  has  no  authority  to  interpose  in  a  suit  against  a  consul, 
though  it  be  of  a  public  nature  and  concern  the  consul's  Government. 
A  consul  is  not  privileged  from  legal  process  by  the  law  of  nations,  nor 
is  the  French  consul-general  by  the  consular  convention  between  the 
United  States  and  France,  of  1788,  though  the  process  against  him  is 
limited  to  Federal  courts. 

1  Op.,  77,  Lee,  1797. 

Foreign  consuls  and  vice-consuls  are  not  public  ministers  within  the 
law  of  nations,  or  the  acts  of  Congress,  but  are  amenable  to  the  civil 
juriscRction  of  the  courts.  But  they  are  bound  to  appear  only  in  the 
Federal  courts,  the  State  courts  being  excluded  by  the  Gonstitution  and 
laws. 

1  Op.,  406,  Wirt,  1820. 
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Foreign  consuls  in  the  United  States  are  entitled  to  no  immunities 
not  possessed  by  foreigners  coming  into  this  coantry  in  a  private  ca- 
pacity, except  that  of  being  sued  and  prosecuted  exclusively  in  tbe 
Federal  courts.  And,  in  addition,  if  guilty  of  any  illegal  or  improper 
conduct,  they  are  liable  to  the  revocation  of  their  exequatur  and  to  be 
punished  according  to  our  laws ;  or  to  be  sent  back  to  their  own  cooo- 
try,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Government. 

2  Op.,  725,  Butler,  1835. 

Foreign  consuls  are  subject  to  criminal  process  for  the  violation  of 
the  municipal  laws.  In  addition  to  the  ordinary  means  of  redress,  the 
President  may,  in  his  discretion,  withdraw  the  exequatur. 

7  Op.,  367,  Gushing,  1855. 

Citizens  of  the  United  States  who  hold  foreign  consulates  in  tbe 
United  States  are  not  exempt  from  jury  duty  or  service  in  the  militia 
by  the  law  of  nations. 

8  Op.,  169,  CuBhiuK,  1856.    Adopted  in  Lawrence's  Wheaton,  (ed.  1863.)  430. 

^'By  convention  with  Belgium,  Grermany,  Netherlands,  and  Italy, 
the  consul  is  exempted  from  arrest,  except  for  crimes.  By  treaty  with 
Turkey  he  is  entitled  to  suitable  distinction  and  necessary  aid  and 
protection.  In  Muscat  he  enjoys  the  inviolability  of  a  diplomatic  offi- 
cer. In  Austria-Hungary  and  France  he  is  to  enjoy  personal  immuni- 
ties ;  but  in  France,  if  a  citizen  of  France,  or  owning  property  there,  or 
engaged  iu  commerce,  he  can  claim  only  the  immunities  granted  to 
other  citizens  of  the  country  who  own  property,  or  to  merchants.  In 
Austria-Hungary,  if  engaging  in  business,  he  can  be  detained  only  for 
commercial  debts.  In  Colombia  the  consuls  of  the  United  States  have 
no  diplomatic  character.  In  Great  Britain,  Liberia,  Netherlands  (as  to 
colonies),  Nicaragua,  and  Paraguay,  they  are  regarded  as  appointed  fcH* 
the  protection  of  trade. 

^'  Exemption  from  obligation  to  appear  as  a  witness  is  secured  abso- 
lutely by  convention  with  France ;  and,  except  for  defense  of  i^ersoos 
charged  with  crime,  b.v  conventions  with  Austria-Hungary,  Belgium, 
Italy,  and  Salvador.  In  such  case  the  testimony  may  be  taken  in  writ- 
ing at  his  dwelling.  If  the  consul  claims  this  privilege,  he  should,,  in 
such  case,  offer  to  give  his  evidence  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  par- 
ticular convention,  and  should  throw  no  impediment  in  the  way  of  tbe 
proper  administration  of  justice  in  the  country  of  his  official  residence. 

"  When  Che  consul  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  country  in  which  the  con- 
sulate is  situated,  and  does  not  own  real  estate  therein,  and  is  not  en- 
gaged in  business  therein,  he  is  secured  against  the  liability  to  taxation 
by  treaties  or  conventions  with  Austria-Hungary,  Belgium,  BoHvi<&. 
Denmark,  Ecuador,  France,  Germany,  Hayti,  Italy,  the  Netherlands 
(and  colonies),  Peru,  Salvador,  Colombia,  and  Mexico;  and  in  Ger- 
many the  official  income  of  a  consul  is  not  taxable,  but  in  the  Do- 
minican Eepublic,  the  Orange  Free  State,  Persia,  Portugal,  the  Haw- 
aiian Islands,  Russia,  and  Switzerland,  if  they  engage  in  business  they 
are  sabject  to  the  laws  of  the  country.  And,  in  general,  if  a  consular 
officer  engages  in  business  or  owns  property  in  the  country  of  his  offi- 
cial residence,  he  cannot  claim  other  exemptions  in  respect  of  such  boid- 
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ness  or  property  than  are  accorded  to  citizens  or  subjects  of  the  coun- 
try. 

'<  If  not  citizens  of  the  country  of  their  consular  residence,  or  domi- 
ciled at  the  time  of  the  appointment  in  it,  the  exemption  from  military 
billetings  or  service  is  secured  by  conventions  with  Austria-Hungary, 
Belgium,  France,  Germany,  J^etherlands,  and  Italy :  and  the  exemption 
from  all  public  service  is  secured  by  treaties  with  Denmark,  Germany, 
Peru,  San  Salvador,  Colombia  (New  Granada),  and  Mexico.  In  Colom- 
bia, the  exemption  also  extends  to  officers,  secretaries,  and  attach^s.^ 

U.  S.  Cons.  Reg.,  1881,  $$86/. 

IX.  OTHER  PBIVILEOE8. 
•  §121. 

<^  There  is  believed  to  be  no  difference  between  the  death  of  a  consul 
and  that  of  any  other  private  foreigner  in  respect  to  his  effects.  The 
consular  office  is  not  known  to  create  any.  Upon  the  death  of  any  for- 
eigner, whether  consul  or  not,  if  he  has  left  no  family  nor  relations  to 
take  charge  of  his  estate  at  the  place  of  his  death,  a  practice  prevails 
to  allow  the  consul  of  the  country  of  the  deceased  to  put  his  official  seal 
upon  the  effects  of  the  deceased,  until  the  local  law  operates  upon  them 
by  a  grant  of  administration,  or  if  no  such  administration  be  granted, 
for  the  purpose  of  transmission  to  the  kindred  of  the  deceased." 

Mr.  Clay,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Vanghan,  Nov.  12, 1827.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 

How  far  a  sux>erseded  consul  can  be  compelled  to  deliver  up  the  office 
papers  to  his  successor  is  a  question  for  the  local  judiciary. 

Mr.  Livingston,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Tacon,  Jnne  8, 1831.  MSS.  Notes,  For. 
Leg.  See  Mr.  Livingston  to  Mr.  Tacon,  Jane  16, 1831 ;  ihid.  See  supra,  $$ 
98jf. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  will  insist  upon  reparation  for 
any  personal  injustice  inflicted  on  one  of  its  consuls  in  a  foreign  state. 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Sec.  of  Stat«,  to  Mr.  Hunter,  Apr.  14, 1837.    MSS.  Inst.,  Brazil. 
Mr.  Upshur,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Profflt,  Aug.  1,  1843;  QM, 

^^  Ministers  and  consuls  of  foreign  nations  are  the  means  and  agents 
of  communication  between  us  and  those  nations,  and  it  is  of  the  utmost 
importance  that  while  residing  in  the  country  they  should  feel  a  per- 
fect security  so  long  as  they  faithfully  discharge  their  respective  duties 
and  are  guilty  of  no  violation  of  our  laws.  This  is  the  admitted  law  of 
nations,  and  no  country  has  a  deeper  interest  in  maintaining  it  than  the 
United  States.  Our  commerce  spreads  over  every  sea,  and  visits  every 
cUme,  and  our  ministers  and  consuls  are  appointed  to  protect  the  inter- 
ests of  that  commerce,  as  well  as  to  guard  the  peace  of  the  country 
and  maintain  the  honor  of  its  flag.  But  how  can  they  discharge  these 
duties  unless  they  be  themselves  protected,  and,  if  protected,  it  must 
be  by  the  laws  of  the  country  in  which  they  reside.    And  what  is  due 
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to  our  own  public  functionaries  residing  in  foreign  nations  Ib  exactly  tbe 
measure  of  what  is  due  to  the  functionaries  of  other  GtovemmentB  re- 
siding here.  As  in  war  the  bearers  of  flags  of  truce  are  sacred,  or  ebe 
wars  would  be  interminable,  so  in  peace  embassadors,  public  ministen, 
and  consuls  charged  with  friendly  national  intercourse  are  objects  of 
especial  respect  and  protection,  each  according  to  the  rights  belonging 
to  his  rank  and  station.  In  view  of  these  important  principles,  it  is 
with  deep  mortification  and  regret  I  announce  to  you  that,  during  tbe 
excitement  growing  out  of  the  executions  at  Havana,  the  ofBoe  of  H^ 
Catholic  Majesty's  consul  at  Kew  Orleans  was  assailed  by  a  mob,  his 
property  destroyed,  the  Spanish  flag  found  in  the  office  carried  off  and 
torn  in  pieces,  and  he  himself  induced  to  fl%e  for  his  i>er8onal  safety, 
which  he  supposed  to  be  in  danger.  On  receiving  intelligence  of  theee 
events,  I  forthwith  directed  the  attorney  of  the  United  States,  residing 
at  New  Orleans,  to  inquire  into  the  facts  and  the  extent  of  the  pecu- 
niary loss  sustained  by  the  consul,  with  the  intention  of  laying  them 
before  you,  tbat  you  might  make  provision  for  such  indemnity  to  him 
as  a  just  regard  for  the  honor  of  the  nation  and  the  respect  which  is 
due  to  a  friendly  power  might,  in  your  judgment,  seem  to  require.  The 
correspondence  upon  this  subject  between  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
Her  Uktholic  Majesty's  minister  plenipotentiary  is  herewith  tnos- 
mitted. 

^<  The  occurrence  at  New  Orleans  has  led  me  to  give  my  attention  to 
the  state  of  our  laws  in  regard  to  foreign  embassadors,  ministers^  and 
consuls. 

^^  I  think  the  legislation  of  the  country  is  deficient  in  not  providing 
sufficiently  either  for  the  protection  or  the  punishment  of  consols.  I 
therefore  recommend  the  subject  to  the  consideration  of  Gongiess." 

Preeident  Fillmore,  Second  Annual  Message,  1851.   (Mr.  Webster,  Sec.  of  State.) 
See,  as  to  this  case,  infra^  $  226. 

In  extreme  cases,  where  the  privileges  of  a  consulate  are  invaded, 
the  fiag  of  the  United  States  may  be  struck  by  the  consnl,  and  ^ 
friendly  intercourse  with  the  authorities  of  the  residence  suspended. 

Mr.  Webster  to  Mr.  McCanley,  April  20,  1852.    MSS.  Inst.,  Barb.  Powen. 
As  to  action  of  French  GoYemment  in  this  respect,  see  9%praj  $  96;  iii/i%f  SIS- 

<^The  consuls  of  the  United  States  are  authorized  and  requested  Ui 
act  as  administrators  on  the  estates  of  all  citizens  of  the  United  States 
dying  intestate  in  foreign  countries  and  leaving  no  legal  representative 
or  partner  in  trade.  Indeed,  this  is  one  of  the  most  sacred  and  respon- 
sible trusts  imposed  by  their  ofQce,  and  in  this  respect  they  directlj^ 
represent  their  Government  in  protecting  the  rights  and  interests  of 
the  representatives  of  deceased  citizens.  The  consul  of  the  Unit**! 
States,  therefore,  wa«  the  only  person  who  could  legally  touch  the  prop- 
erty left  by  the  deceased  Parsons;  it  was  his  duty  to  deposit  the  pro- 
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ceeds  thereof  in  the  Treasury  of  the  (Jnited  States,  there  to  await  the 
decision  of  the  proper  authorities  as  to  its  final  disi>osition.'' 

Mr.  Maroy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  fir.  Aspinwall,  Aug.  21, 1855.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

For  a  consul  to  insert  into  his  official  bag  and  cover  with  his  official 
seal  the  correspondence  of  the  enemies  of  a  belligerent  power  with 
which  his  own  Government  is  at  peace,  is  a  grave  breach  of  duty  to- 
wards his  own  Government  and  that  of  the  offended  belligerent. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Adams  (qnoting  Earl  RusseU),  Oct.  22, 1861. 
MSS.  Inst.  Gr.  Brit.  Dip.  Corr.,  1861.  This  instruction  is  given  in  fall, 
supra,  $  119. 

Insults  by  a  foreign  Government  to  a  consul,  or  encroachments  by 
it  on  his  rights,  will  justify  a  demand  that  in  addition  to  other  redress, 
<<  the  flag  of  the  United  States  shall  be  honored  with  a  salute." 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Harvej,  Nov.  29,  1861.  MSS.  Inst.,  Portugal. 
Infra,  $  315. 

The  search  of  the  person  of  a  foreign  consul,  his  imprisonment,  and 
the  carrying  off  of  his  archives  by  the  general  in  command  of  the  United 
States  Army  in  a  captured  city,  is  a  violation  of  the  law  of  nations  for 
which  the  Government  of  the  United  States  considers  itself  bound  to 
apologize,  and  to  give  all  other  suitable  redress. 

Mr.  Seward  to  Mr.  Van  Limburg,  June  3,  1862.  MSS.  Notes,  Netherlands. 
Same  to  same,  Aug.  20, 1862;  Sept.  4,  1862. 

^^So  far  as  the  protection  of  this  Government  may  be  requisite  to  en- 
able a  consular  agent,  whose  appointment  may  have  been  approved  by 
the  local  authorities,  to  discharge  his  offircial  duties,  that  protection  will 
be  given.  The  United  States,  however,  will  not  undertake  to  guarantee 
the  business  or  safety  of  any  alien  in  a  foreign  country,  who,  as  he  owes 
them  no  lawful  allegiance,  can  not  on  that  account  lawfully  claim  pro- 
tection irom  them." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Mathews,  Oct.  2, 1872.  MSS.  Inst.,  Barb.  Powers. 

^<It  is  proper  to  say  in  reply  that  the  subject  of  the  settlement  of  the 
estates  of  others  than  citizens  of  the  United  States,  deceased  abroad, 
is  one  with  which  the  Department  has  no  official  concern ;  and  where  a 
consular  officer  is  employed  and  empowered  by  the  parties  interested 
and  he  undertakes  to  act  for  them,  he  does  so  wholly  in  his  individual 
capacity  and  not  as  an  officer  of  the  Government.  While  the  Depart- 
ment is  frequently  asked  to  give  the  names  of  its  officers  with  a  view  to 
their  being  employed  in  auch  a  settlement,  il  does  not  undertake,  in 
complying  with  these  requests,  to  assume  any  responsibility  for  the 
manner  in  which  the  business  is  performed.  Should  it  happen  that 
delay  or  mismanagement  ensue,  proceedings  must  be  taken,  if  at  all, 
against  him  in  his  personal  and  not  in  his  official  capacity,  the  bond  of 
such  an  officer  holding  him  only  for  default  towards  the  Government." 

Mr.  Davis,  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Marnn,  Mar.  6, 1873.  MSS.  Dom.  Let. 
See  Mra,  $  123, 
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<^  Your  dispatch  No.  99,  of  the  27th  nltimo,  relative  to  tlie  raisiiig  of 
the  consular  flag  in  Mexico,  has  been  received.  This  is  a  matter  sab- 
ject  to  municipal  law,  unless  a  privilege  in  respect  to  it  shoold  have 
been  granted  by  treaty.  We  have  no  other  privilege  than  that  of 
equality  with  other  nations,  which  will  always  be  insisted  on.  It  ap- 
pears, however,  that  the  authorities  at  the  city  of  Mexico  have  era- 
looked  a  strict  observance  of  the  law  by  allowing  consuls  to  display 
their  flags  on  holidays  of  their  respective  nations.  This,  it  seems  to 
me,  is  as  much  as  may  l^e  needed.  If,  however,  they  should  at  any 
time  think  proper  to  withdraw  this  indulgence,  it  is  clear  that  we  can- 
not  insist  upon  its  continuance  as  a  matter  of  right." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Foster,  Feb.  16,  1874.  M8S.  Inst.,  Mex. ;  For. 
Rel.,  1874. 

As  a  consul  by  international  law  enjoys  no  privilege  which  pats  him 
upon  a  distinctive  footing  in  regard  to  his  private  debts,  his  crediton 
cannot  expect  any  peculiar  process  for  their  recovery. 

Mr.  Fish,  See.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Schlozer.  Dec.  11,  1874.    MS8.  Notes,  Gecm. 

<<  The  power  to  take  the  acknowledgment  of  deeds  and  other  instn- 
ments  by  consuls  of  the  United  States  is  a  power  conferred  upon  then 
by  State  legislation,  and  is  wholly  outside  of  their  functions  as  oonsolsor 
officers  of  the  General  Government. 

i<  The  recording  acts  of  the  several  States  are  understood  to  differ  u 
to  their  requirements  and  forms  of  certificates.  It  would  be  assuming 
a  responsibility  which  might  be  criticised,  and  which  might  lead  to 
mistakes  resulting  in  serious  consequences,  were  this  Department  t» 
undertake  to  instruct  its  officers  in  the  discharge  of  powera  which  it 
does  not  object  to  their  performance  for  the  convenience  of  the  pablie, 
but  which  are  imposed  or  conferred  upon  them  by  the  legislation  of 
several  of  the  States,  each  one  prescribing  at  its  pleasure  its  own  forms 
and  requirements  of  proof  or  id<&ntiflcation.  This  Department  does  wA 
profess  to  be  informed  as  to  the  various  requirements,  whether  by  sta^ 
ute  or  possibly  resulting  from  judicial  decisions  in  the  several  States. 

'^  It  is  therefore  deemed  most  advisable  to  leave  the  execation  of  the 
power  couferred  by  State  legislation  on  'persons  holding  diplomatic  or 
consular  functions  under  the  General  Government  to  the  special  instruc- 
tions which  may  be  given  by  them  who  desire  to  avail  of  their  services." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Weeks,  Jan.  21,  1875.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

"  In  the  case  of  American  citizens  dying  abroad  it  is  made  by  U^ 
the  duty  of  the  United  States  consul  within  whose  joxisdiction  soci 
death  occurs  to  take  charge  of  the  effects  of  the  deceased,  cause  an 
inventory  of  such  effects  to  be  taken,  and  dispose  of  any  that  may  be 
deemed  perishable  by  sale  at  public  auction,  and  the  proceeds  of  whick 
together  with  all  other  property  and  moneys  of  the  deceased,  he  is  t«) 
hold  subject  to  the  demand  of  the  legal  representatives  of  the  deceiased 
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In  case  such  representatives  do  not  appear  and  demand  the  estate 
within  a  year,  the  consul  is  required  to  transmit  the  effects  to  the 
Treasury  Department,  there  to  await  final  distribution  to  the  parties 
entitled  to  receive  them. 

^<  The  Department  possesses  no  discretionary  power  to  dispense  with 
these  requirements  of  the  statute,  and  it  will,  therefore,  be  necessary 
for  some  person  to  administer  on  the  estate.  Upon  receiving  a  copy  of 
such  letters  of  administration,  duly  authenticated,  the  Department  Will 
give  the  necessary  instructions  to  the  consul  at  Matanzas  to  forward 
the  effects  of  the  late  Mr.  Chad  wick  directly  to  the  address  of  his  legal 
representatives." 

Mr.  Cadwalader,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cbadwick,  Ang.  19,  1875.    MSS. 
Dom.  Let. 

Official  communications  to  con;  uls  from  other  Departments  of  Gov- 
ernment must  be  sent  through  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Boutwell,  Jan.  21,  1876.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

^^When  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  not  a  seaman,  dies  abroad 
without  leaving  a  will,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  a  consul  to  take  charge 
of  any  property  he  may  leave  in  the  consular  district,  and,  after  paying 
the  debts  of  the  deceased  contracted  there,  to  send  the  proceeds  of  the 
property  at  the  expiration  of  a  year  to  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States,  there  to  be  held  in  trust  for  the  legal  representative.  In  case, 
however,  a  legal  representative  shall  appear  and  demand  the  effects, 
the  consul  is  required  to  deliver  the  property  to  him,  after  deducting 
the  lawful  fees.  The  statute  on  this  subject  may  be  found  in  section 
1709  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States.'' 

Mr.  Cadwalader,  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mrs.  Hopkins,  Mar.  27, 1876.    MSS.  Dom. 
Lot. 

**  Your  dispatch,  N"o.  112,  of  the  28th  January  last,  has  been  received. 
It  relates  to  the  authority  of  the  consul  of  the  United  States  at  Iquique 
to  grant  clearances  to  American  vessels.  Your  letter  to  him  upon  the 
subject  is  in  general  approved,  l^o  consul,  pursuant  to  our  law  or 
regulations,  has  the  right  to  grant  a  clearance  to  any  American  vessel, 
even  if  his  post  is  at  a  port  conquered  and  possessed  by  the  enemy  of 
the  country  from  whose  Government  he  may  have  received  his  exequatur. 
It  is  the  exclusive  province  of  the  belligerent  authority  for  the  time 
being — civil,  military,  or  naval — to  grant  such  clearances,  and  the  con- 
sul, as  is  required  in  time  of  peace,  should  not  deliver  the  vessel's 
papers  until  the  clearance  shall  have  been  presented  to  him  by  the 
master.  The  consul's  course  is  not  to  be  governed  or  influenced  by  the 
components  of  the  cargo  of  the  vessel.  If  these,  according  to  the  exist- 
ing authority,  may  lawfully  be  exported,  the  consul  cannot  properly 
gainsay  that  opinion.'' 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  CbriHtiancy^  Mar.  2,  18d0.     MSS.  Inst.,  Peru ; 
included  in  documents  accompanying  President's  message,  Jan.  26, 1882. 
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The  right  of  consular  agents  of  Austria  to  hoist  their  national  flag  Id 
places  where  their  sovereign  has  no  legation  is  established  by  the  foordi 
article  of  the  consular  convention  of  July,  1870,  between  Austria  and 
the  CTnited  States,  and  this  right  cannot  be  impaired  by  any  manicipal 
ordinance  prohibiting  the  exhibition  of  flags. 

Mr.  Frelinghnysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Gov.  Pattison,  Ang.  27,  1884.    MSS.  Dob. 
Let. 

^']N'o  consular  officers  in  any  country  have  the  right"  or  favor  of  free 
entry  for  personal  goods;  and  if,  as  Mr.  Heap  states,  the  Ottoman  lav 
exempts  from  duty  articles  for  the  personal  use  and  consumption  of 
consuls,  it  is  a  piece  of  generosity  and  courtesy  quite  unknown  to  other 
nations,  and  which  we  could  not  ask  for  and  do  not  grant  ourselves.'* 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Cox,  Nov.  6,  1885.    MSS.  Inst.,  Turkey. 
As  to  diplomatic  exemptions  in  this  respect,  see  eupra,  ^  93a. 

The  status  of  consuls  as  to  marriages  in  foreign  lands  is  considered 
in  iiitare  sections. 

Infra,  J  J  202/. 

It  is  not  a  consular  function  to  authenticate  the  laws  of  a  foreign 
state,  and  the  certificate  of  a  consul  to  that  effect  is  not  evidence. 

Church  V.  Habbart,  2  Cranch,  187. 

While  consuls,  when  there  is  no  other  representation,  and  when 
duly  recognized,  are  competent  parties  to  assert  or  defend  the  rigfau 
of  property  of  their  fellow-citizens  or  subjects  in  a  court  of  admiralty 
without  special  procuration  they  cannot  receive  a<;tual  restitution  of 
the  property  in  controversy  without  a  special  authority.  But  a  nee 
consul,  duly  recognized  by  our  Government,  is  a  competent  party 
to  assert  or  defend  the  rights  of  property  of  the  individuals  of  his 
nation,  in  any  court  having  jurisdiction  of  causes  affected  by  theappb- 
cation  of  international  law  ^  in  this  case  a  court  of  admiralty. 

The  Bello  Corruues,  6  Wheat.,  152. 

A  consul  cannot,  by  virtue  of  his  office  merely,  interpose  in  a  case 
of  prize,  and  make  claim  for  the  restoration  of  captured  property  on 
the  ground  that  the  capture  was  made  in  neutral  waters. 

The  Lilla,  2  Sprague,  177. 

But  in  other  cases  the  consul  of  a  nation  may  claim  on  behalf  of  its 
subjects,  in  the  absence  of  any  authorized  agent. 

The  London  Packet,  1  Mason,  14. 

A  consul,  in  an  enemy's  country,  has  no  authority  by  virtue  of  his 
ofBce  to  grant  a  license  or  permit  which  will  have  the  effect  of  exemp^ 
ing  a  vessel  of  the  enemy  from  capture  and  confiscation. 

Rogers  v.  The  Amado,  1  Newberry,  Adm.,  400. 
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Unless  by  statute  or  treaty  a  foreign  consul  can  exercise  no  muni- 
cipal jurisdiction  in  the  United  States. 

Aubrey,  in  re.,  26  Fed.  Rep.,  848. 

In  a  suit  brought  against  a  consul-general  of  France,  for  transac- 
tions of  a  public  nature,  in  which  he  acted  as  the  commercial  agent  of 
his  countr}',  the  President  has  no  constitutional  right  to  interfere,  but 
must  leave  the  matter  to  the  tribunals  of  justice. 

1  Op.,  77,  Lee,  1797. 

In  the  instructions  of  a  consul  of  the  United  States  to  Tunis,  there 
occurred  the  following :  "  On  your  way  to  Tunis  (perhaps  at  Malaga  or 
Marseilles)  you  may  probably  devise  means  for  the  liberation  of  our 
unfortunate  captives  at  Algiers.  •  •  •  Should  you  find  a  suitable 
channel,  therefore,  through  which  you  can  negotiate  their  immediate 
release,  you  are  authorized  to  go  as  far  as  three  thousand  dollars  a  man ; 
but  a  less  sum  may  probably  effect  the  object.  •  •  •  If  success 
should  attend  your  efforts  you  will  draw  upon  this  Department  for  the 
necessary  funds  for  paying  their  ransoms,  and  providing  for  their  com- 
fortable return  to  their  country  and  friends.''  The  consul  employed  an 
agent  at  Cadiz  for  a  certain  hire  and  a  promise  of  additional  pay  in  case 
of  success,  to  endeavor  to  effect  the  release  of  the  captives,  and  then 
drew  bills  on  the  Department  of  State,  in  favor  of  a  merchant  at  Gib- 
raltar, for  the  compensation  stipulated  to  be  paid,  etc. :  It  was  advised 
that  the  employment  of  an  agent  was  justified  under  the  power.  Objec- 
tion, however,  was  made  to  the  manner  of  the  employment,  as  being 
inconsistent  with  the  true  meaning  of  the  instructions;  and,  after  a 
consideration  of  all  the  proceedings,  which  were  much  complicated  by 
several  matters  somewhat  foreign  to  the  main  business,  it  was  advised 
that  an  application  to  Congress  would  be  necessary. 

1  Op.,  196,  Rush,  1816. 

The  rights  and  privileges  of  consuls  rest  on  the  general  law  of  na- 
tions and  on  treaty. 

1  Op.,  378,  Berrien,  1830. 

Consuls  cannot  intervene  as  of  right  in  the  administration  of  a  de- 
cedent's estate,  except  by  way  of  surveillance. 

8  Op.,  98,  Gushing,  1856. 

The  United  States  are  not  bound  by  the  treaty  with  Peru  to  pay  a 
consul  of  that  country  the  value  of  property  belonging  to  a  deceased 
Peruvian,  which  the  consul  was  entitled  to  administer,  but  which  has 
been  unjustly  detained  and  adiiiinistered  by  a  local  public  administra- 
tor.   The  consul  has  a  remedy  in  the  courts. 

9  Op.,  383,  Black,  1859. 
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The  certification  of  the  official  character  of  a  foreign  notary  is  not 
such  a  notarial  act  as  a  consul  of  the  United  States  is  required  to  pa- 
form. 

12  Op.,  1,  Staabery,  1866. 

Ab  to  consular  courts,  see  infra,  $  125. 

As  to  consular  fees,  see  Schuyler's  Am.  Diplom.,  76. 

Under  Article  I,  section  9,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  Dnited  States, 
"  no  person  holding  any  office  of  profit  or  trust  under  them,  shall,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  Congress,  accept  of  any  present,  emolament, 
office,  or  title  of  any  kind  whatever  from  any  king,  prince,  or  foreign 
state."    This  applies  to  consuls  and  diplomatic  agents. 

See  supray  $  100. 

"  In  the  early  Middle  Ages,  and  before  the  establishment  of  more  or 
less  permanent  legations,  consuls  appear  to  have  enjoyed  the  right  of 
extraterritorality,  and  the  privileges  and  immunities  now  accorded  to 
diplomatic  representatives.  In  non-Christian  and  semi-civilized  coan- 
tries  these  privileges  have  to  a  large  degree  been  preserved  to  them, 
and  they  have  the  sanction  both  of  treaty  and  usage.  CTpon  the  estab- 
lishment of  legations,  however,  the  exemptions  and  immunities  granted 
to  consuls  came  to  be  regarded  as  a  limitation  of  the  territorial  rights 
of  the  sovereign,  and  they  have  in  the  process  of  time  been  restricted 
to  such  as  are  necessarily  incident  to  the  consular  office,  or  have  been 
provided  for  by  treaty,  or  are  supported  by  long  established  custom,  or 
the  particular  laws  of  the  place.  A  consular  officer  in  civilized  coan- 
tries  now  has,  under  public  law,  no  acknowledged  representative  or 
diplomatic  character  as  regards  the  country  to  which  he  is  accredited. 
He  has,  however,  a  certain  representative  character  as  afLecting  the 
commercial  interests  of  the  country  from  which  he  receives  his  appoint- 
ment ;  and  there  may  be  circumstances,  as,  for  example,  in  the  absence 
of  a  diplomatic  representative,  which,  apart  from  usage,  make  it  proper 
for  him  to  address  the  local  government  upon  subjects  which  relate  to 
the  duties  and  rights  of  his  office,  and  which  are  usually  dealt  with 
through  a  legation. 

'^Although  consuls  have  no  right  to  claim  the  privileges  and  immnni- 
ties  of  diplomatic  representatives,  they  are  under  the  special  protectioo 
of  international  law,  and  are  regarded  as  the  officers  both  of  the  state 
which  appoints  them  and  the  state  which  receives  them.  The  extent 
of  their  authority  is  derived  from  their  commission  and  their  exeqnatar: 
and  it  is  believed  that  the  granting  of  the  latter  instrument,  without 
express  restrictions,  confers  upon  the  consul  all  rights  and  privileges 
necessary  to  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  consular  office ;  and, 
generally,  a  consul  may  claim  for  himself  and  his  office  not  only  snch 
rights  and  privileges  as  have  been  conceded  by  treaty,  but  also  such  as 
have  the  sanction  of  custom  and  local  law,  and  have  been  enjoyed  by 
his  predecessors  or  by  consuls  of  other  nations,  unless  a  formal  notice 
has  been  given  that  they  will  not  be  extended  to  him. 

"A  consul  may  place  tiie  arms  of  his  Government  over  his  doors.  Per- 
mission to  display  the  national  flag  is  not  a  matter  of  right,  though  it 
is  usually  accorded,  and  it  is  often  provided  for  by  treaty.  He  may  daim 
inviolability  for  the  archives  and  official  property  of  his  office,  and  thwr 
exemption  from  seizure  or  examination.  He  is  protected  from  the  bil- 
leting of  soldiers  in  the  consular  residence,  and  he  may  claim  exemption 
from  service  on  juries  and  in  the  militia,  and  from  otiier  public  duties. 
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It  is  probable,  however  that  all  these  privileges  could  not  be  claimed 
for  snbordlDate  officers,  especially  for  those  who  are  citizens  or  sabjects 
of  the  foreign  state.  The  jurisdiction  allowed  to  consuls  in  civilized 
countries  over  disputes  between  their  countrymen  is  voluntary  and  in 
the  nature  of  arbitration,  and  it  relates  more  especially  to  matters  of 
trade  and  commerce.  A  consul  is,  however,  under  public  law,  subject 
to  the  payment  of  taxes  and  municipal  imposts  and  duties  on  his  prop- 
erty in  the  country  or  on  his  trade,  and  generally  to  the  civil  and  crimi- 
nal jurisdiction  of  the  country  in  which  he  resides.  It  is  probable,  if 
he  does  not  engage  in  business,  and  does  not  own  real  estate,  that  he 
would  not  be  subject  to  arrest  or  incarceration  except  on  a  criminal 
charge,  and  in  the  case  of  a  commission  of  a  crime  he  may  either  be 
punished  by  the  local  laws  or  sent  back  to  his  own  country.  In  the 
absence  of  a  diplomatic  representative,  a  consul  doubtless  has  the  right 
of  access  to  the  authorities  of  the  state  in  all  matters  appertaining  to 
his  office* 

^^  The  privileges  of  a  consul  who  engages  in  business  in  the  country  of 
his  official  residence  are,  under  international  law,  more  restricted,  es- 
pecially if  he  is  a  subject  or  citizen  of  the  foreign  state.  If  his  exequa- 
tur has  been  granted  without  limitations,  he  may  claim  the  privileges 
and  exemptions  that  ^re  necessary  to  the  performance  of  the  duties  of 
the  office ;  but  in  all  that  concerns  his  personal  status  or  his  status  as 
a  merchant,  it  is  doubtful  that  he  can  claim  any  rights  or  privileges  not 
conceded  to  other  subjects  or  citizens  of  the  state. 

^'  In  Mohammedan  and  semi-civilized  countries  the  rights  of  extrater- 
ritoriality have  been  largely  preserved,  and  have  generally  been  con- 
firmed by  treaties  to  consular  officers.  To  a  great  degree  they  enjoy 
the  immunities  of  diplomatic  representatives,  besides  certain  preroga- 
tives of  jurisdiction,  together  with  the  right  of  worship,  and,  to  some 
extent,  the  right  of  asylum. 

'<  These  immunities  extend  to  an  exemption  from  both  the  civil  and 
criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  country  to  which  they  are  sent,  and  protect 
their  household  and  the  effects  covered  by  the  consular  residence. 
Their  personal  property  is  exempt  from  taxation,  though  it  may  be 
otherwise  with  real  estate  or  movables  not  connected  with  the  consul- 
ate. Generally  they  are  exempt  from  all  personal  impositions  that 
arise  from  the  character  or  quality  of  a  subject  or  citizen  of  the  country. 

"  The  consular  jurisdiction  in  these  countries  is  both  civil  and  crimi- 
nal, and  has  in  most  cases  been  provided  for  by  the  stipulations  of 
treaties.  The  extent  of  its  exercise,  as  well  as  the  penalties  and  pun- 
ishments to  be  enforced,  depend  generally  upon  the  laws  of  his  own 
country  to  the  exclusion  of  the  jurisdiction  of  all  local  tribunals. 

"Consuls  have  no  claim,  under  international  law,  to  any  foreign  cere- 
monial, and  no  right  of  precedence  except  among  themselves,  and  in 
their  relation  to  the  military  and  naval  officers  of  their  own  country. 
This  precedence,  as  to  officers  of  the  same  grade  in  the  consular  body 
of  the  place,  depends  upon  the  date  of  the  respective  exequaturs. 

^^  Consuls  must  bear  in  mind  that  in  the  following  abstract  it  is  im- 
X>ossible  to  do  more  than  allude  in  a  general  way  to  the  rights  and  priv- 
leges  secured  by  treaties.  The  several  consular  treaties  and  conven- 
tions with  other  powers  may  be  found  in  Appendix  No.  1,  and  in  each 
case  the  consul  must  look  there  for  more  detailed  information.  It  is 
also  possible  that  more  extended  rights  may  have  been  granted  to  con- 
suls of  other  nations,  and  that  the  officers  of  the  United  States  may  be 
entitled  to  claim  them  under  the  clause  known  as  ^  the  most  favored 
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nation  clause/  in  a  treaty  with  the  United  States.  This  right  is  secured 
by  treaties  with  the  Argentine  Confederation,  Austria-Hungary,  Bolivia. 
Colombia,  Costa  Eica,  the  Douiiuicau  Republic,  Denmark,  Ecaadof, 
France,  Germany,  Hawaiian  islands,  Hayti,  Honduras,  Italy,  Mada- 
gascar, Morocco,  Mexico,  Nicaragua,  Netherlands  (and  colonies),  Orange 
Free  State,  Paraguay,  Persia,  Peru,  Portugal,  Prussia,  Russia,  San 
Salvador,  Spain,  Swiss  Confederation,  and  Tripoli.  The  DepartmeBt 
must  necessarily  trust  to  the  discretion  of  the  consul  on  the  one  hand, 
not  to  permit  his  rights  to  be  invaded  without  protest,  nor,  on  the  other 
hand,  to  claim  what  he  cannot  maintain.  If  the  rights  thus  secured  by 
treaty  are  in  any  case  invaded  or  violated  the  consul  will  at  once  com- 
plain to  the  local  authorities,  to  the  Department,  and  to  his  immediate 
superior.  These  complaints  should  set  forth  in  full  all  the  facts  show- 
ing the  invasion  or  violation. 

"  Inviolability  of  the  archives  and  papers  of  the  consulate  '  is  secnred 
by  treaties  with  Austria-Hungary,  Argentine  Confederation,  Bolivia, 
Belgium,  Colombia,  Denmark,  Dominican  Republic,  Ecuador,  France, 
Germany,  Greece,  Hayti,  Mexico,  the  Netherlands  (and  colonies),  Orange 
Free  State,  Peru,  Portugal,  Salvador,  Sweden  and  Norway,  Switzer- 
land, Muscat,  and  New  Grenada.' 

"  Inviolability  of  the  consular  office  and  dwelling  *  is  secured  by  treaties 
with  Belgium,  Bolivia,  France,  Germany  (of  consuls  not  citizens),  Italy, 
Muscat,  and  Salvador; '  but  the  dwelling  cannot  be  used  as  anasylam. 
It  is  agreed  with  Colombia  that  the  persons  and  dwellings  of  consuls  are 
to  be  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  country,  except  as  specially  exempted 
by  treaty.  The  consulates  in  Germany  are  not  to  be  made  asylnmsfor 
the  subjects  of  other  powers." 

U.  S.  Cons.  Reg.,  1881,  $$  75,/. 

"The  right  in  such  case  (of  infraction  of  treaties)  to  correspond  with 
the  local  authorities  is  secured  by  conventions  with  Austria-Hungary, 
Belgium,  Colombia,  France,  Germany,  Italy,  Netherlands  (andcolonieslr 
and  Salvador;  and  in  case  the  local  authorities  fail  to  give  redress,  and 
there  be  no  diplomatic  representative,  they  may  apply  to  the  Govern 
ment. 

"The  right  to  place  the  national  arms  and  the  name  of  the eonsalate 
on  the  offices  is  given  by  treaties  with  Austria- Hungary  and  theXether 
lands  (and  colonies);  on  tlieir  offices  or  dwellings  by  treaty  with  Bel 
gium  and  Germany ;  the  right  to  place  the  national  flag  on  their  dwell 
ings,  except  where  there  is  a  legation,  by  treaties  with  Austria-Hungary 
Belgium,  and  Germany:  the  right  to  place  the  arms,  name,  and  flagon 
their  offices  or  dwellings  by  treaties  with  France  and  Salvador;  andoo 
their  offices  by  treaty  with  Italy;  and  the  right  to  place  the  name  and 
flag  on  their  dwellings  by  treaty  with  Colombia. 

*'The  right  to  take  depositions  is  secured  by  conventions  with  Austria 
Hungary,  Belgium,  France,  Germany,  Italy,  Netherlands,  New  Granada, 
and  Salvador.  Objection  has  been  raise(l  by  the  German  Govemmept 
to  the  taking  of  testimony  by  consular  officers  of  the  United  StaOesi^ 
Germany,  except  as  provided  for  by  Article  IX  of  the  treaty  of  l^'l. 

/6irf.,  $90,/. 

In  certain  treaties  it  is  provided  that  requisitions  for  surrender  d 
fugitives  may  be  made  by  consular  officers  in  absence  of  diplomatic  rep- 
resentatives. 

JWA,  $$97. 
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The  consular  regnlations  of  the  CTnited  States,  1881,  contain  articles 
ou  the  tbllowing  additional  topics : 

Relations  of  consular  officers  to  the  diplomatic  representatives  of  the  United  States. 

Relations  of  consular  officers  to  naval  officers  of  the  United  States. 

Formalities  to  be  observed  on  arrival  at  post. 

Correspondence  of  consular  officers  with  the  Department  of  State. 

Passports  and  protection  of  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

Reciprocal  duties  of  consular  officers  and  masters  of  American  vessels,  including 
the  shipment  of  seamen. 

American  seamen ;  discharge  of  seamen. 

Arrears  of  wages  and  extra  wages. 

Relief  of  seamen. 

Transportation  of  seamen. 

Desertion  of  seamen. 

Disputes  between  masters,  officers,  and  crews. 

Wrecked  and  stranded  vessels  and  surveys. 

Duties  of  consular  officers  in  respect  to  American  or  foreign  built  vessels  transferred 
to  citizens  of  the  United  States  within  their  Jurisdiction. 

Duties  as  to  American  vessels  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  Chinese  and  other 
emigrants. 

Miscellaneoas  duties  in  regard  to  seamen  and  vessels  of  the  United  States  and  immi- 
gration ;  manifests ;  the  national  board  of  health  and  bills  of  health ;  protests ;  mutiny 
and  insubordination,  and  the  transportation  of  persons  charged  with  crimes  against 
the  United  Stated ;  deportation  of  paupers  and  criminals  to  the  United  States ;  Mor- 
mon emigrants ;  emigration  passenger  law ;  miscellaneous  duties. 

Estates  of  citizens  and  seamen  dying  without  the  United  States. 

Miscellaneous  instructions;  marriages;  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals;  taxes; 
recommendations  for  office ;  public  speeches ;  correspondencewith  the  press;  permis- 
sion to  trade ;  official  correspondence  and  bearing  abroad ;  precedence  of  consular  offi- 
cers ;  new  inventions,  discoveries.  Sec. ;  information  as  to  light-houses,  buoys,  shoals, 
&c. ;  importation  of  neat  cattle  and  hides ;  abuse  of  Crovemment  pouches ;  verifica- 
tion of  powers  to  transfer  United  States  stock ;  letters  uncalled  for ;  letters  detained 
at  foreign  ports ;  presents  and  testimonials  from  foreign  powers;  consular  uniform ; 
consular  officers  acting  for  foreign  states. 

Duties  towards  American  citizens ;  register  of  American  citizens ;  annual  report  of 
marriages ;  laws  respecting  majority,  marriage,  and  letters  rogatory;  examination  of 
title  and  other  unofficial  services;  notarial  acts. 

X.  BIGHT  TO  GIVE  ASYLUM  AIW  PROTECTION, 

§  122. 

The  immnnities  of  consuls  in  this  relation  are  discussed  in  connection 
with  those  of  diplomatic  agents^  «tepra,  §  104. 

^<  Abuses  which  have  heretofore  occurred  in  granting  protection  from 
the  local  authorities  in  eastern  countries,  and  especially  in  the  Turkish 
dominions,  to  persons  who,  in  the  opinion  of  this  Department,  had  no 
claim  thereto,  render  it  advisable  that  the  legfttions  and  consulates  in 
that  quarter  should,  once  in  six  months,  report  the  number,  names,  and 
occupations  of  the  persons  to  whom,  during  the  six  months  preceding, 
such  protection  may  have  been  given,  or  by  whom  it  may  have  been 
claimed.  Such  report  will  in  future  be  expected  to  be  made  at  the  be- 
ginning of  every  January  and  July.    It  is  believed  that  sound  policy 
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dictates  the  utmost  scrutiny  and  caution  in  extending  the  protection  of 
this  Oovernment  to  any  persons  abroad  who  may  not  be  citizens  of  the 
United  States.  Should  that  policy  be  adopted  and  scrapaloasly  ad- 
hered to,  those  to  whom  protection  may  really  be  due  may  expect  it  to 
be  efficient.  Such  protections  should  in  no  event  be  issued  to  aliens 
who  are  not  actually  in  discharge  of  official  duty  under  tiie  direction  of 
the  respective  consuls,  or  employed  in  their  domestic  service.  In  no 
case  should  they  be  granted  where  they  will  operate  to  screen  the 
holder  from  prosecution  for  offenses  against  the  laws  of  the  ooantryy  or 
where  reasonable  ground  exists  for  objection  by  the  Government.  No 
instrument  in  the  nature  of  a  passport  should  be  issued  to  persons  thus 
protected ;  it  will  be  sufficient  to  grant,  when  nedessary,  a  consular  cer- 
tificate setting  forth  the  relation  and  duties  in  connection  with  tlie  con- 
sulate. 

*^  Bequests  have  occasionally  been  made  upon  the  €k>vemment  of  the 
United  States  to  permit  its  diplomatic  and  consular  officers  to  extend 
their  protection  to  citizens  or  subjects  of  a  foreign  Gk>vemment  who 
may  desire  it  and  who  may  be  sojourning  at  places  where  there  are  no 
diplomatic  or  consular  representatives  of  that  Government.  This  Gov- 
ernment has  from  time  to  time,  upon  the  request  of  friendly  powers, 
given  to  its  diplomatic  and  consular  officers  authority  to  take  upon 
themselves,  with  the  consent  of  the  Government  within  whose  juris- 
diction they  reside,  the  function  of  representing  those  i>owers  at  places 
where  the  latter  had  no  such  officers.  It  has  understood  this  authority 
to  be  restricted  simply  to  the  granting  of  the  services  and  good  offices 
of  our  representatives,  with  their  own  consent,  to  meet  what  has  ordi- 
narily been  a  fortuitous  and  temporary  exigency  of  the  friendly  Gov- 
ernment. When  this  function  is  accepted,  which  must  be  done  only  * 
with  the  approval  of  the  Department  of  State,  the  diplomatic  or  con- 
sular officer  becomes  the  agent  of  the  foreign  Government  as  to  the 
duties  he  may  perform  for  its  citizens  or  subjects ;  he  becomes  responsi- 
ble to  it  for  his  discharge  of  those  duties,  and  that  Government  is  alone 
responsible  for  his  acts  in  relation  thereto.  He  does  not,  however,  for 
this  purpose  become  a  diplomatic  or  consular  officer  of  the  foreign 
Government.'^ 

U.  S.  Cons.  Reg.,  1881,  {{  176,  if. 

ft 

XI.  BUSINESS  RELATIONS  OF. 
§123. 

An  arbitrary  refusal  of  the  Spanish  consul  at  IN'ew  York  to  auth^iti- 
cate  the  signature  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  "  an  act  appropriately  be- 
longing to  the  consular  functions,"  on  the  ground  that  ^^  he  or  his  Gov- 
ernment had  conceived  some  displeasure  towards  the  persons  who  have 
executed  some  of  the  papers  accompanying  the  signature  of  the  Secre- 
tary," is  in  contravention  of  international  law  and  practice. 

Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Magallon,  Jan.  19,  1854.  MSS.  "SoteSj  Spaiiu 
As  to  duties  of  consals*  acting  as  administrators  of  citizens  dyin^sr  in  foreign 
lands,  see  Mr.  Marcy,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Aspinwall,  Aug.  21,  1855,  cited 
suprat  $  121 ;  Mr.  Cadwalader,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Chadwick,  Aug, 
19, 1875 ;  Mr.  Cadwalader  to  Mrs.  Hopkins,  Mar.  27,  1876,  ibid. 
For  report  as  to  consular  officers  engaged  in  business  in  violation  of  law, 
House  Ex.  Doc.  90,  35th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
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The  employment  of  merchants  as  consuls  is  sustained  not  only  by 
policy  and  expediency,  but  by  the  practice  of  all  maritime  powers. 

Mr.  Seward,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Barlingame,  Feb.  4, 1863 ;  MS$.  iDst.,  China. 
Same  to  same^  Mar.  3, 1863 ;  ibid. 

As  to  acknowledgment  of  papers  before  consols,  see  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to 
Mr.  Weeks,  Jan.  21,  1875,  cited  supra,  $  121. 

That  the  consul's  bond  does  not  cover  mismanagement  by  him  in  unofficial  busi- 
ness relations,  see  Mr.  Davis  to  Mr.  Marvin,  Mar.  5,  1873,  cited  sttpra, 
M21. 

"  Under  long-established  regulations  the  services  of  the  diplomatic 
or  consular  officers  of  the  Government  cannot  be  claimed  by  private 
persons  in  such  matters  as  you  refer  to.  Ko  objection  will  be  made  by 
the  Department  should  any  consular  officer  of  the  United  States  be 
willing  to  lend  his  services  to  you  in  such  a  matter.  Such  services 
would  be  personal  and  not  official,  and  he  would  be  entitled  as  any 
other  person  employed  to  proper  compensation,  which  matter  of  com- 
pensation, and  as  to  any  expenses,  should  be  arranged  when  applica- 
tion is  made  to  him." 

Mr.  Cadwalader,  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Davis,  Mar.  11,  1875.  MSS.  Dom. 
Let. 

Consular  officers  abroad,  undertaking  private  business  on  behalf  of 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  do  so,  not  as  representatives  of  the  De- 
partment of  State,  but  as  private  agents  of  their  employers,  whom  they 
are  at  liberty  to  serve  in  matters  not  conflicting  with  consular  duty. 

Mr.  F.  W.  Seward,  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Schoenberger,  Dec.  2,  1878  j  Mr. 
Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Downey,  July  12,  1879.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

^^  It  is  no  part  of  the  duty  of  diplomatic  or  consular  officers  to  attend 
to  the  prosecution  of  private  claims  of  'American  citizens  in  foreign 
countries,  especially  when  the  courts  of  justice  are  open  to  them.'^ 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Toder,  May  21, 1880.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

"  It  is  entirely  a  matter  of  their  own  volition,  and  not  only  is  it  proper 
that  all  expenses  to  which  they  may  be  put  should  be  provided  for,  but 
this  Department  has  moreover  allowed  them  to  charge  a  reasonable  fee 
for  their  services."  If  payment  of  such  expenses  is  refused,  the  De- 
partment will  direct  the  attention  of  the  delinquent  parties  to  be  called 
to  such  refusal. 

Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  clerk  of  Peoria  conrt,  May  15,  1880.  MSS.  Dom. 
Let.  See  Mr.  Hnnter,  Second  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Diller,  Apr.  28, 
1881;  ibid, 

''  United  States  consuls  in  foreign  countries,  and  especially  in  the  East 
(China  and  Japan),  are  allowed  and  instructed  to  act  for  citizens  of  the 
United  States  in  regard  to  their  private  matters,  and  to  give  them 
advice  as  to  the  settlement  of  controversies  between  themselves  or  be- 
tween them  and  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  any  other  Government 
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residing  in  the  country  of  the  consul's  official  residence,  when  called 
upon  to  do  so  by  such  American  citizen!^,  and  when  a  consular  officer 
can  do  this,  without  prejudice  to  the  due  discharge  of  his  official  duties. 
The  paragraphs  of  the  regulations  to  which  you  refer  are  simply  in- 
tended to  impress  upon  the  consul  more  earnestly  his  obligations  to  his 
countrymen  in  this  regard." 

Mr.  Davis,  Asst.  Sec.  of  gtate,  to  Mr.  WeUler,  Feb.  20, 1884.    MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

'^  I  have  received  your  No.  902,  of  the  18th  ultimo,  in  the  matt^  of 
the  arrest  of  Mr.  John  Dalton,  United  States  consul  at  Giudad  Bolivar, 
by  order  of  the  President  of  Yenezula,  and  have  to  approve  your  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Dalton  to  be  immediately  furnished  with  fall  particalan 
in  the  premises. 

'<  My  instruction  No.  294,  of  the  7th  instant,  will  have  shown  yon  the 
action  thus  far  taken  with  Mr.  Soteldo,  the  Venezuelan  minister  here, 
in  regard  to  the  case.  You  will  have  observed  from  that  instractioD 
the  Department's  intention  to  await  details  before  formulating  a  spe- 
cific complaint. 

^<  Mr.  Dalton  belongs  to  a  class  of  consuls  authorized  to  transact  biui- 
ness.  If  he  does,  he  is  for  all  purposes  of  such  business  subject  to  the 
same  treatment  as  any  other  A  merican  resident  engaged  in  trade  in 
Venezuela.  He  is  manifestly  subject  to  no  less  favorable  treatment 
although  he  may  have  no  specific  personal  exemptions  or  privileges  hj 
reason  of  his  office.  But  if  he,  a  consul,  has  been  subjected  to  treatment 
to  which  no  American  citizen  under  the  treaty  can  be,  that  is,  to  impris- 
onment in  virtue  of  an  executive  order  without  trial  or  opportunity  for 
legal  defense,  then  the  fact  of  his  being  known  as  the  representative  of 
a  friendly  power  might  be  deemed  to  aggravate  the  injury  committed. 

^^  You  should  lose  no  time  in  sending  hither  copies  of  all  documents, 
the  petition,  the  order  of  arrest,  the  correspondence  between  yourself, 
the  Venezuelan  Government,  and  Mr.  Dalton,  and  any  other  informa- 
tion bearing  upon  the  case,  in  order  that  the  Department  may  give  to 
it  a  full  and  impartial  consideration." 

Mr.  Frelingbaysen,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.   Baker,  May  12,  1884.    MSS.  IdsL, 
Venez. 

<^  In  reply  to  the  suggestion  contained  in  yours  of  the  13th  instant, 
that  instructions  be  ma<le  to  consuls  regarding  inquiries  on  the  financial 
standing  of  foreign  individuals  and  firms,  I  would  say  that  such  a  mat- 
ter does  not  come  within  the  proper  functions  of  the  Department. 
While  endeavoring  to  meet  all  demands  made  upon  it  in  the  interest  of 
manufacturers  and  merchants  of  the  United  States,  it  could  not  under- 
take to  give  the  information  you  ask  for,  nor  could  it  impose  such  a 
t^ask  upon  consuls  without  injury  to  the  public  service.  To  pass  upon 
the  solvency  of  a  firm  or  an  individual  is,  under  any  circumstances,  a 
matter  of  great  difficulty,  involving  many  delicate  consideration:^ 
which  it  is  impossible  for  a  consul,  having  so  many  other  duties  lud- 
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dent  to  his  office,  to  duly  weigh  and  so  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion  that 
will  be  just  to  the  person  making  the  inquiry  as  to  the  firm  or  indi- 
vidual in  question.'' 

Mr.  Porter,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Messrs.  Stearns  &.  Co.,  Jan.  19,  1886.  MSS. 
Dom.  Let. 

A  consul,  though  a  public  agent,  is  clothed  with  authority  only  for 
commercial  purposes.  He  has  a  right  to  intikrpose  claims  for  the  resti- 
tution of  property  belonging  to  subjects  of  his  own  country,  but  it  is 
not  competent  for  him,  without  the  special  authority  of  his  Govern- 
ment, to  interpose  a  claim  on  account  of  the  violation  of  the  territorial 
jurisdiction  of  his  country. 

The  Anne,  3  Wheat.,  435. 

In  the  absence  of  specific  powers  bestowed  by  competent  authority, 
a  consul  has'no  right  to  receive  the  proceeds  of  property  libeled  and 
transferred  into  the  registry  of  the  court. 

The  Bello  Corrnnes,  6  Wheat.,  152. 

A  trading  consul,  in  all  that  concerns  his  trade,  is  liable  in  the  same 
way  as  a  native  merchant.  The  character  of  consul  does  not  give  any 
protection  to  that  of  merchant,  when  they  are  united  in  the  same  person. 

Coppell  r.  Hall,  7  WaU.,  542;  «i*pra,  $  121. 

"  In  Austria-Hungary,  Belgium,  'Germany,  Italy,  and  the  Nertherlands 
(and  colonies),  the  local  authorities  are  required  to  inform  consuls  of  the 
death  of  their  countrymen,  intestate,  or  without  known  heirs.  In  Ger- 
many, consuls  have  the  right  to  appear  for  absent  heirs  or  creditors  until 
regularly  authorized  representatives  appear.  In  Peru,  Salvador,  Tunis, 
Morocco,  Muscat,  Persia,  and  Tripoli,  they  may  administer  on  the  prop- 
erty of  their  deceased  countrymen.  In  Colombia  they  may  do  so,  ex- 
cept where  legislation  forbids  it.  In  Costa  Bica,  Honduras,  and  Nicara- 
gua, they  may  nominate  curators  to  take  charge  of  such  property,  as 
far  as  local  laws  permit.  In  Paraguay  they  may  become  temporary 
custodians  of  such  property.  In  Germany  they  may  take  charge  of  the 
eftects  of  deceased  sailors.'^ 

U.  8.  Cons.  Reg.,  1881,  J  97. 

XII.  PORT  JURISDICTION  OF  SEAMEN  AND  SHIPPING, 

§124. 

As  to  subjection  of  merchant  vessels  to  law  of  port,  see  supra  §  35. 

^'The  United  States  and  France  have,  by  their  consular  convention, 
given  mutually  to  their  consuls  jurisdiction  in  certain  cases  especially 
enumerated.  But  that  convention  gives  to  neither  the  power  of  estab- 
lishing complete  courts  of  admiralty  within  the  territory  of  the  other, 
nor  even  of  deciding  the  particular  question  of  prize  or  no  prize.'' 

Mr.  Jefferson,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Morris,  Ang.  16,  1793.    MSS.  Inst.,  Minis- 
ters ;  4  Jefferson's  Works,  31. 
As  to  consular  J  nrisdiotion  in  Oriental  ports,  see  it^fira,  $  125 ;  tupra,  $$36,  35a. 
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Foreign  consuls  cannot  exercise  admiralty  jurisdiction  in  the  United 
States,  except  by  force  of  a  treaty. 

Glass  V.  The  Sloop  Betsey,  3  Dall.,  6. 

The  right  given  to  seamen  by  Eevised  Statutes,  section  4567,  to  laj 
their  complaints  before  the  American  consul  in  foreign  porta,  is  one 
which  a  court  of  admiralty  will  carefully  protect. 

Morris  v,  Cornell^  1  Sprtfgne,  62 ;  infraf  $  125. 

Where  a  minor,  having  concealed  himself,  without  the  knowledge  of 
his  father,  on  board  of  a  whaling-ship,  and  not  being  discovered  until  the 
vessel  was  at  sea,  being  then  left  by  the  master  in  the  care  of  the  Amer- 
ican consul  at  the  first  port  at  which  he  touched,  it  was  held  to  be  the 
duty  of  the  consul  to  provide  for  and  send  him  home  to  the  United 
States. 

Lnscom  v,  Osgood,  1  Spragae,  82. 

The  advice  of  a  consul,  in  a  foreign  port,  gives  to  the  master  of  i 
vessel  no  justification  for  an  illegal  act. 

Wilson  V,  The  Mary,  Gilpin,  33. 

The  consul,  where  a  seaman  is  entitled  to  the  privileges  of  an  Ameri- 
can seaman,  and  is  destitute,  is  the  proper  judge  as  to  the  ship  on 
board  of  which  he  should  be  placed  for  his  return  to  the  United  States 

Matthews  v.  Offley,  3  Sumner,  115. 

A  consul  cannot  detain  seamen  in  prison  as  a  punishment,  after  he 
has  discharged  them  from  their  contract  at  the  request  of  the  master. 

Jordan  v.  Williams,  1  Cnrtis,  69. 

The  action  of  a  consul  in  discharging  a  seaman  in  a  foreign  port  is 
not  conclusive  where  a  libel  is  filed  for  wages. 

Campbell  v.  The  Uncle  Sam,  McAllister,  77. 

Notwithstanding  the  Eevised  Statutes,  section  4576,  and  section  8  of 
act  of  1840  (5  Stat.,  395),  requiring  masters  of  American  vessels  to  give 
bond  for  the  return  of  all  the  crew,  unless  discharged  in  a  foreign  conn- 
try  with  consent  of  a  consul,  these  sections,  construed  with  the  aid  of 
the  other  parts  of  these  statutes,  do  not  require  a  master  to  return  to 
the  United  States  foreign  seamen  shipped  at  their  own  home,  for  a  par- 
ticular cruise,  ending  where  it  began,  and  discharged  there  according 
to  the  terms  of  their  contract,  though  without  the  consent  of  a  consul. 
The  consent  of  a  consul  could  not  be  rightly  withheld  in  such  a  case, 
and  there  is  no  law  requiring  it  to  be  asked. 

U.  8.  V,  Parsons,  1  Lowell,  107. 

Under  sec.  20,  act  June  26,  1884,  amending  Eev.  Stat.,  §  4576,  a  mas- 
ter may  make  a  contract  with  seamen  providing  for  their  dischai^ 
abroad  without  being  required  to  pay  extra  wages  on  snch  discharge. 
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Seamen  left  behind  in  a  foreign  country  on  account  of  inability,  from 
sickness,  to  return  in  the  vessel  in  which  they  went  out,  are  within  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  February  28,  1803,  supplementary  to  the  act 
concerning  consuls,  and  for  them  the  master  should  deposit  with  the 
consul  three  months'  pay  over  wages,  &c.,  as  in  other  cases  of  volun- 
ttoy  discharge. 

1  Op.,  593,  Wirt,  1823. 

Under  act  of  June  26, 1884,  but  one  month's  extra  wages  can  be 
exacted  in  this  or  any  other  case. 

Consular  jurisdiction  depends  on  the  general  law  of  nations,  existing 
treaties  between  the  two  Governments  affected  by  it,  and  upon  the 
obligatory  force  and  activity  of  the  rule  of  reciprocity.  French  con- 
sular jurisdiction  in  an  American  port  depends  on  the  correct  interpre- 
tation of  the  treaties  existing  between  France  and  the  United  States, 
which  limit  it  to  the  exercise  of  police  over  French  vessels,  and  juris- 
diction in  civil  matters  in  all  disputes  which  may  aritse;  and  provide 
that  such  police  shall  be  confined  to  the  interior  of  the  vessels,  and 
shall  not  interfere  with  the  police  of  our  ports  where  the  vessels 
shall  be.  They  also  provide  that  in  cases  of  crimes  and  breaches  of 
the  peace  the  offenders  shall  be  amenable  to  the  judges  of  the  country. 
The  claim  of  the  French  envoy  for  the  exercise  of  judicial  power  by 
the  consul  of  his  Government  in  the  port  of  Savannah  is  not  warranted 
by  any  existing  treaties,  nor  by  a  rule  of  reciprocity  which  the  Execu- 
tive has  power  to  permit  to  be  exercised.  ^^  The  principles  of  interna- 
tional law,  as  they  are  recognized  in  Europe,  afitbrd  no  warrant  for  the 
exercise  of  judicial  power  by  consuls ;  and  the  rights  and  duties  of 
these  functionaries  depend,  both  for  their  authority  and  extent,  upon 
the  treaties  subsisting  between  the  Governments  respectively  inter- 
changing this  species  of  commercial  agents." 

2  Op.,  381,  Berrien,  1830.    See  Mr.  Van  Buren  to  Mr.  Ronx  de  Rochelle,  Jan.  27, 

1831.    MSS.  Notes,  For.  Leg. 

The  powers  and  duties  of  American  consuls  as  to  seamen's  wages  are 
confined  to  vessels  owned  by  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  consti- 
tuting a  part  of  our  mercantile  marine  by  sailing  under  our  flag. 

2  Op.,  448,  Berrien,  1831. 

Masters  of  American  vessels  entering  foreign  ports  where  there  is 
an  Ameiican  consul,  and  remaining  so  long  that,  by  the  local  regula- 
tions, they  are  required  to  enter  and  afterward  to  clear  in  regular  form, 
are  required  to  deposit  their  registers,  &c.,  with  such  consul,  irrespect- 
ive of  the  purpose  for  which  the  port  was  entered. 

5  Op.,  161,  Johnson,  1849. 

In  order  that  the  master  of  a  ship  od  her  '^  arrival "  in  a  foreign  port 
shall  be  compellable  to  deposit  the  ship's  papers  with  the  consul,  the 
arrival  must  be  such  an  one  as  involves  entry  and  clearance. 

6  Op.,  163,  Cashing,  1653.  fj^f^ 
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GoDsuls  have  no  authority  to  order  the  sale  of  a  ship  in  a  foreign  pod, 
either  on  complaint  of  the  crew  or  otherwise.  If,  on  such  sale,  the  oon- 
sul  retain  the  money  for  the  payment  of  seamen's  wages,  the  United 
States  are  not  liable  to  the  owners  for  the  money  thus  illegally  receired 
by  the  consul. 

6  Op.,  617,  Cashing,  1854. 

Masters  of  American  vessels  are  subject  to  prosecution  in  tiie  name  of 
the  consul  for  omission  to  deposit  with  him  the  papers  according  to  law, 
but  not  to  indictment.     (2  Stat,  203,  §  2 ;  Eev.  Stat.,  §  4309.) 

7  Op.,  395,  CushlDg,  1855. 

American  consuls  have  no  authority  to  require  masters  of  American 
vessels  to  take  on  board,  and  convey  to  the  United  States  for  trial,  p&- 
sons  accused  of  crime. 

7  Op.,  722,  Cushing,  1856. 

The  authority  of  consuls  of  the  United  States  in  foreign  coantries,  in 
cases  of  crime  at  sea  or  in  port,  is  ministerial  only,  and  not  judicial 

8  Op.,  380,  Cuehing,  1857. 

The  commander  of  an  American  vessel  is  required  to  deliver  his  rois- 
ter and  other  ship's  papers  to  the  consul  at  a  foreign  port  only  in  cases 
where  he  is  compelled  to  make  an  entry  at  the  custom-house. 

9  Op.,  256,  Blaok,  1858. 

Under  the  28th  section  of  the  act  of  August  18, 1856,  consuls  have  the 
authority  to  enforce  the  payment  of  wages  in  certain  cases  and  consular 
fees,  but  not  a  general  power  of  deciding  upon  all  manner  of  disputed 
claims  and  demands  against  United  States  vessels.  By  the  act  of  IS03 
the  consul  is  made  the  party  to  bring  suit  for  penalties  incurred  under 
it,  but  not  the  judge  to  decide  it.  He  cannot  demand  the  penalty,  decree 
it  to  be  due,  and  enforce  its  payment  by  detaining  the  ship's  papers. 

9  Op.,  384,  Black,  1859. 

A  consul  of  the  United  States  in  a  foreign  port  has  no  power  to  retain 
the  papers  of  vessels  which  he  may  suspect  are  destined  for  the  slave 
trade. 

9  Op.,  426,  Black,  1859. 

The  master  of  an  American  vessel  sailing  to  or  between  ports  in  the 
British  North  American  provinces  is  required,  on  arriving  at  any  such 
port,  to  deposit  his  ship's  papers  with  the  American  consul. 

The  act  of  1861  (12  Stat.,  315 ;  Eev.  Stat.,  §  4309)  does  not  change  or 
affect  the  duties  of  masters  of  American  vessels  running  regularly  by 
weekly  or  monthly  trips  or  otherwise  between  foreign  ports,  as  im- 
posed by  iict  of  1803  (2  Stat.,  203;  Eev.  Stat.,  §  4309). 

If  an  American  vessel  is  obliged  by  the  law  or  usage  prevailing  at  a 
foreign  port  to  effect  an  entry,  and  she  does  enter  conformably  to  the 
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local  law  or  usage,  her  (X>ming  to  such  foreign  port  amounts  to  an 
** arrival"  within  the  meaning  of  section  2  of  act  of  1803,  independ- 
ently of  any  ulterior  destination  of  the  vessel  or  the  time  she  may  re- 
iiui.in,  or  intend  to  remain,  at  such  port,  or  the  particular  business  she 
may  transact  there. 

11  Op.,  73,  Bates,  1866. 

The  consul  of  the  United  States  at  Honolulu  has  the  right  and  power, 
without  interference  from  the  local  courts,  to  determine  questions  as  be- 
tween citizens  of  the  United  States,  who  comprise  the  crew  of  an  Amer- 
ican vessel,  and  are  bound  to  fulfill  the  obligations  imposed  by  the  shij)- 
ping  article^. 

11  Op.,  508,  Speed,  1866. 

A  consul  of  the  United  States  has  no  authority  to  demand  and  re- 
ceive from  the  master  of  a  vessel  the  money  and  effects  belonging  to  a 
deserter  from  the  vessel. 

14  Op.,  520,  WilUams,  1875. 

The  right  ^^  to  sit  as  judges  and  arbitrators  in  such  dif^rences  as  may 
arise  between  the  captains  and  crews,"  given  to  consuls,  vice-consuls, 
&c.,  by  article  13  of  the  treaty  with  Sweden  and  Norway  of  1827,  is 
limited  to  cases  of  a  civil  nature,  and  does  not  extend  to  public  offenses. 
By  said  article  the  right  of  interference  is  expressly  given  to  the  local 
authorities  where  the  difference  between  the  captains  and  crews  are 
such  as  to  "  disturb  the  order  or  tranquillity  of  the  country,''  which  in- 
cludes all  acts  against  each  other  amounting  to  actual  breaches  of  the 
public  peace. 

It  seems  that  a  more  enlarged  jurisdiction  is  conferred  upon  consuls 
in  some  other  treaties,  as  e.  ^.,  in  the  treaty  with  France  of  February 
23, 1853 ;  in  that  with  the  German  Empire  of  December  11, 1871 ;  in 
that  with  Italy  of  February  8,  1868. 

15  Op.,  178.  Taft,  1876. 

''Exclusive  jurisdiction  over  such  disputes  (between  masters,  oflBcers, 
and  crews)  in  the  vessels  of  the  United  States,  including  questions  of 
wages,  is  conferred  by  treaties  or  conventions  with  Austria-Hungary, 
Belgium,  Colombia,  Denmark,  Dominican  Eepublic,  France.  Germany, 
Greece,  Italy,  the  Netherlands  (and  the  colonies),  Portugal,  Bussia,  Sal- 
vador, Sweden  and  Norway^  and  Tripoli." 

U.  S.  Cons.  Reg.,  1881,  $  93. 

A  right  to  reclaim  deserters  from  the  vessels  of  the  United  States  is 
conferred  by  certain  other  treaties. 

By  other  treaties  the  right  to  adjust  damages  suffered  at  sea  is  given. 

Ibid.,  $  95. 
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^^  The  act  to  enforce  treaty  provisions  respecting^  disputes  betweeo 
masters  and  crews  was  approved  June  11, 1864.  (13  Stat.  L.,  12L)  It 
is  not  to  take  effect  as  to  the  ships  or  vessels  of  any  nation,  unless  the 
President  shall  have  been  satisfied  that  similar  provisions  have  been 
made  by  the  other  contracting  party  for  the  execution  of  the  treaty,  and 
shall  have  issued  his  proclamation  to  that  effect.  On  the  10th  of  Fd>- 
ruary,  1870,.proclamation  was  made  under  this  act  as  to  the  treaties  with 
France,  Prussia,  and  the  other  states  of  the  l^orth  German  Union  and 
Italy  (9  Op.,  96),  and  on  the  11th  of  May,  1872,  as  to  the  treaty  witb 
Sweden  and  Norway.    (13  Stat.  L.,  121.) 

*^  This  statute  authorizes  any  court  of  record  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  judge  thereof,  or  any  commissioner  appointed  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  to  take  bail  or  afftdavits,  or  for  other  jndiciaJ  purposos 
whatsoever,  to  receive  the  application  of  the  consular  officer,  to  issue 
process  against  the  person  complained  of,  and  if  it  shall  appear,  od 
his  being  returned  before  the  magistrate,  that  he  is  not  a  citizen  of  tiie 
United  States,  and  if  a  prima  facie  case  shall  be  made  oat  that  the 
matter  concerns  only  the  internal  order  and  discipline  or  the  foreign 
vessel,  and  does  not  affect  directly  the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  ^ 
rights  and  duties  of  any  citizen,  then  the  magistrate  shall  commit  the  sea- 
man to  prison  to  abide  the  lawful  order  or  control  of  the  master ;  provided 
the  expenses  of  the  proceedings  shall  be  paid  by  the  consular  officer, 
and  the  seaman  shall  not  be  detained  for  more  than  two  months  after 
his  arrest. 

^^  The  statute  respecting  the  .restoration  of  deserters  was  approved 
March  2, 1829,  and  was  entitled  'An  act  to  provide  for  the  apprehension 
and  delivery  of  deserters  from  certain  foreign  vessels  in  the  ports  of  the 
United  States.'  (4  Stat.  L.,  359.)  It  provides  ^  that  on  application  of 
a  consul  or  vice-consul  of  any  foreign  Qpvernment,  having  a  treaty  with 
the  United  States  stipulating  for  the  restoration  of  seamen  deserting, 
made  in  writing,*stating  that  the  person  therein  named  has  desert^ 
from  a  vessel  of  any  such  Government  while  in  any  port  of  the  United 
States ',  and  on  proof  by  the  exhibition  of  the  register  of  the  vessel,  ship'^ 
roll,  or  other  official  document,  that  the  person  named  belong^  at  the 
time  of  desertion  to  the  crew  of  said  vessel,  it  shall  be  the  dnty  of  any 
court,  judge,  justice,  or  other  magistrate  having  competent  power,  to 
issue  warrants  to  cause  the  said  person  to  be  arrested  for  examination, 
and  if,  on  examination,  the  facts  stated  are  found  to  be  trae,  the  i^erson 
arrested  not  being  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  delivered  np 
to  the  said  consul  or  vice-consul  to  be  sent  back,'  etc. 

Mr.  J.  C.  B.  Davis,  Notes,  &c. 

Some  of  the  above  provisions  are  modified  by  the  act  of  Jnne  26, 
1884,  to  which  attention  is  again  called. 
The  act  of  June  26, 1884,  provides  as  follows : 

Skc.  5.  That  section  forty-five  handred  and  eighty-two  of  th^  ReviHed  Statutes  be 
amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows : 

''Sec.  4582.  Whenever  a  vessel  of  the  United  States  is  sold  in  a  foret|pi  coootir, 
and  her  company  discharged,  it  shall  he  the  daty  of  the  master  to  produce  to  the  eoD- 
Bular  officer  the  certified  ust  of  his  ship's  company,  and  also  the  shipping  »rticIe&.UKl 
to  pay  to  Haid  consular  officer  for  every  seaman  so  discharjj^ed  one  month's  wage«  orer 
and  abovo  the  wages  which  may  then  he  due  to  such  seaman ;  but  in  case  the  mast«r 
of  the  vf>Hsel  so  sold  shall,  with  the  assent  of  said  seaman,  provide  him  with  aideqaate 
eniploynient  on  board  some  other  vessel  hound  to  the  port  at  which  he  was  originaUr 
shipped,  or  to  such  other  port  as  may  he  agreed  upon  by  him,  then  no  payment  of 
extra  wages  shall  be  required." 
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Sec.  6.  That  section  forty  six  hnndred  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  be  amended  so  as  to 
read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  4600.  It  shall  be  the  dnty  of  consnlar  officers  to  reclaim  deserters  and  dis- 
coontenance  insubordination  by  every  means  within  their  power,  and  where  the  local 
authorities  can  be  usefullv  employed  for  that  purpose,  to  lend  their  aid  and  use  their 
exertions  to  that  end  in  the  most  efifectual  manner.  In  all  cases  where  deserters  are 
apprehended  the  consular  officer  shall  inquire  ioto  the  facts;  and  if  he  is  satisfied 
that  the  desertion  was  caused  by  unusual  or  cruel  treatment,  he  shall  discharge  the 
seaman,  and  require  the  master  of  the  vessel  from  which  such  seaman  is  discharged 
to  pay  one  month's  wages  over  and  above  the  wa^es  then  due;  and  the  officer  dis- 
charging such  seaman  shall  enter  upon  the  crew-hst  and  shipping  articles  the  cause 
of  discharge,  and  the  particulars  in  which  the  cruelty  or  unusual  treatment  consisted^, 
and  the*  facts  as  to  his  discharge  or  re  engagement,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  subscribe 
his  name  thereto  officially.'' 

Sec.  7.  That  section  forty -five  hundred  and  eighty-one  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  b» 
amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows: 

**  Sec.  4.38I.  If  any  consular  officer,  when  discharging  any  seaman,  shall  neglect  to- 
require  the  payment  of  and  collect  the  arrears  of  wages  and  extra  wages  required  to 
be  paid  in  the  case  of  the  discharge  of  any  seaman,  he  shall  be  accountable  to  tho 
United  States  to  the  full  amount  thereof.  If  any  seaman,  after  his  discharge.  shaU 
have  incurred  any  expanse  for  board  or  other  necessaries  at  the  place  of  his  discnarge|^ 
before  shipping  again,  or  for  transportation  to  the  United  States,  such  expense  shall 
be  paid  out  of  the  arrears  of  wages  and  extra  wages  received  by  the  consular  officer^ 
which  shall  be  retained  for  that  purpose  and  the  balance  only  paid  over  to  such  sea- 
men.'* 

"Sec.  8.  That  section  forty -five  hundred  and  eighty- four  of  the  Bevised  Statutes, 
be  hereby  repealed." 

Sec.  9.  That  section  forfy-five  hnndred  and  seventy-eight  of  the  Bevised  Statutes 
be  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows: 

**  Sec.  A57H.  All  masters  of  vessels  of  the  United  States,  and  bound  to  s6me  port  of 
the  same,  are  required  to  take  such  destitute  seamen  on  board  their  vessels,  at  the 
request  of  consular  officers,  and  to  transport  them  to  the  port  in  the  United  States  to> 
which  such  vessel  may  be  bound,  on  sncn  terms,  not  exceeding  ten  dollars  for  each 
person  for  voyages  of  not  more  than  thirty  days,  and  not  exceeding  twenty  dollars, 
for  each  person  for  longer  voyages,  as  may  be  agreed  between  the  master  and  the 
consular  officer ;  and  said  consular  officer  shall  issue  certificates  for  such  transporta- 
tion, which  certificates  shall  be  assignable  for  collection.  If  any  such  destitute  sea- 
man is  so  disabled  or  ill  as  to  be  unable  to  perform  dntv,  the  consnlar  officer  shall  so- 
certify  in  the  certificate  of  transportation,  and  such  additional  compensation  shall  be 
paid  as  the  First  Comptroller  of  the  Treasury  shall  deem  proper.  Every  such  master 
who  refuses  to  receive  and  transport  such  seamen  on  the  request  or  order  of  such  con- 
sular officer  shall  be  liable  to  th^  United  States  in  a  penalty  of  one  hundred  dollars- 
for  each  seaman  so  refused.  The  certificate  of  any  such  consular  officer,  given  under 
his  hand  and  official  seal,  shall  be  presumptive  evidence  of  such  relu>al  in  any  ooort 
of  law  having  Jurisdiction  for  the  recovery  of  the  penalty.  No  master  of  any  vessel 
shall,  howfver,  be  obliged  to  take  a  greater  number  than  one  man  to  every  one  huib- 
dred  tons  burden  of  the  vessel  on  any  one  voyage." 

Xin.  JUDICIAL  FUNCTIONS  IN  SEMI^CIVILIZED  LANDS. 

§125. 

The  jadicial  fuoctioDS  of  consuls  and  of  diplomatic  agents  are  pri- 
marily determined  by  statutes  and  treaties,  which  it  does  not  fall  within 
the  range  of  the  present  work  to  reproduce.  This  digest  is  confined  to 
the  rulings  of  the  executive  and  of  the  courts  in  this  relation. 

^< Another  series  of  treaties  grants  to  the  consuls  of  the  United  States* 
in  the  territories  of  certain  Oriental  powers,  exclusive  jurisdiction  over 
disputes  between  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  over  offenses  com- 
mitted by  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  both. 

^<  The  first  statute  to  atfirm  and  regulate  this  jurisdiction  was  approved 
on  the  11th  of  August,  1848.  (9  Stat.  L.,  276.)  Attorney-Oenesal 
Gushing  gave  an  exhaustive  opinion  on  this  statute  (hereafter  quoted). 
In  1860  a  new  statute  was  passed,  which  was  amended  in  1870.    (12  Stat». 
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L.,  72.)    Under  these  various  statutes  the  following  is  the  present  coo- 
ditiou  of  the  law  and  practice  in  this  respect : 

'*The  consuls  and  commercial  agents  of  the  United  States  iit  islands 
or  iu  countries  not  inhabited  by  any  civilized  people,  or  recognized  by 
any  treaty  of  the  United  States,  are  invested  with  power  to  hear  and 
-determine  cases  in  regard  to  civil  rights  where  the  debt  or  damage  does 
not  exceed  $1,000  exclusive  of  costs;  and  also  to  issue  warrants  to  arrest 
offenders,  to  arraign,  try,  and  convict  them,  and  to  punish  tbem  to  the 
extent  of  $100  fine  or  to  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  sixty  days. 

''The  ])iovisions  of  the  statute  of  1860  apply  directly  to  the  consu- 
lates in  China,  Japan,  .and  Siam.  They  applj"  in  terms  to  Turkey  (set? 
section  21  of  the  act  of  1860),  so  far  as  they  relate  to  crimes  and  offenses, 
iind  as  to  civil  cases  so  far  as  the  laws  of  Turkey  permit. 

"The  authenticity  of  the  English  version  of  the  treaty  of  1830  with 
Turkey,  under  which  exterritorial  rights  had  been  claimed  aud  allowed^ 
has  been  recently  questioned.  The  present  attitude  of  the  qaestioo  is 
set  forth  in  the  note  entitled  '  Ottoman  Porte.' 

"  The  operation  of  the  statute  of  1860  is  extended  (§  28)  to  Persia,  to 
Tripoh,  Tunis,  Morocco,  and  Muscat  (§  29),  to  Egypt  (14  Stat.  L.,  Si!) 
and  all  other  countries  with  which  treaties  may  hereafter  be  made  (16 
Stat.  L.,  183). 

"The  jurisdiction  is  to  be  exercised  in  conformity  with,  Ist,  the  lav* 
of  the  United  States;  2d,  with  the  common  law,  including  equity  and 
admiralty;  and,  3d,  with  decrees  and  regulations,  having  the  force 
of  law,  made  by  the  ministers  of  the  United  States  iu  such  country 
respectively,  to  supply  defects  and  deficiencies  in  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  or  the  common  law  as  above  defined. 

"  This  power  of  the  ministers  to  make  such  laws  and  regulations  is 
limited,  by  instructions  from  the  Department  of  State,  to  atits  necessary 
to  organize  aud  give  efficiency  to  the  courts  created  by  the  act. 

"  Mr.  Fish,  on  the  26th  of  February,  1873,  instructed  the  minister  at 
Japan,  on  this  subject  thus :  ^  The  authority  of  a  minister,  in  a£i  Oriented 
country,  to  make  regulations  having  the  force  of  law  within  the  country 
to  which  he  is  accredited,  is  derived  from  the  act  of  1860,  entitled  ^^Au 
Act  to  carry  into  effect  provisions  of  the  treaties  between  the  United 
States,  China,  Japan,  Siam,  Persia,  and  other  countries,  giving  certain 
judicial  poiccrs  to  ministers  and  consuls,  or  other  functionaries  of  the 
United  States  in  those  countries,  and  for  other  purposes.'' 

"  *The  first  twenty-eight  sections  (except  the  21st)  relate  to  the  treat- 
ies referred  to  in  the  title.  The  remainder  of  the  act  refers  to  the 
•**  other  purposes."  Sections  one,  four,  and  five,  therefore,  relate  excla- 
«ively  to  the  subject  of  carrying  into  effect  treaty  provisions  eanj 
judicial  poirers  on  ministers. 

''  'The  first  section  provides  that  '  to  carry  into  full  effect  the  provis- 
ions of  the  treaties,  &c.,  •  •  •  the  ministers  and  the  consuls  of  the 
United  States  duly  appointed  to  reside  in  each  of  the  said  countries 
«ball,  iu  addition  to  other  powers  and  duties  imposed  upon  them,  re- 
spectively, by  the  provisions  of  such  treaty,  respectively,  be  inregted 
with  tlie  judicial  authority  herein  described,^ 

*' '  The  fourth  section  defines  how  those  lowers  are  to  be  exercised. 
oamely,  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  "but  in  all 
oases  where  such  laws  are  not  adapted  to  the  object^'  (i.  «.,  the  exercise 
of  such  judicial  powers),  ''or  aredi-ficient  in  the  provisions  neeesmarjit^ 
fumiah  suitable  remedies^  the  common  law,  including  equity  and  admi- 
rMty,  shall  be  extended  in  like  manner  over  such  citizens  and  others  in 
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the  said  countries ;  and  ifdefects  still  remain  to  be  supplied,  and  neither 
the  common  law,  including  equity  and  admiralty,  nor  the  statutes  of 
the  United  Suites^  furnish  appropriate  and  suitable  remedies^  the  minis- 
ters in  the  said  counties,  respectively,  shall  by  decrees  and  regulations, 
which  shall  have  the  force  of  law,  supply  sucli  defect  and  deficiencies.'^ 

"'The  fifth  section  provides  that  ^Hn  order  to  organize  and  to  canry  into 
effect  the  system  of  jurisprudence  demanded  by  such  treaties  respectively, 
the  said  ministers,  with  the  advice  of  the  several  consuls  in  each  of  the 
said  countries  respectively,  or  so  many  of  them  as  can  be  conveniently 
assembled,  shall  prescribe  the  forms  of  all  processes  which  shall  be 
issued  by  any  of  said  consuls,  and  •  •  •  make  all  such  decrees 
and  regulations  from  time  to  time  as  the  exigencies  may  demand ;  and 
all  such  regulations,  decrees,  and  orders  shall  be  plainly  drawn  up  in 
writing,  and  submitted  as  above  provided  for  the  advice  of  the  consuls, 
or  as  many  of  them  as  can  be  con^^nlted  without  prejudicial  delay  or 
inconvenience,  who  shall  each  signify  his  assent  or  dissent  in  writing, 
with  his  name  subscribed  thereto;  and,  after  taking  such  advice  and 
considering  the  same,  the  minister  in  the  said  countries,  respectively, 
may,  nevertheless,  by  causing  the  decree,  order,  or  regulation  to  be  pub- 
lished, with  his  signature  thereto,  and  the  opinions  of  his  advisors  in- 
scribed thereon,  make  it  to  become  binding  and  obligatory  until  annulled 
or  modified  by  Congress.^'    •     •    • 

"'It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Department  that  this  statute  confers  upon 
the  minister  in  Japan  no  authority  to  make  a  regulation  requiring  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  to  register  their  names,  and  no  power  to 
enforce  such  a  regulation  judicially. 

"'The  authority  conferred  by  the  act  is  defined  in  the  first  section  to 
be  a  judicial  authority.  By  the  fourth  section  the  minister  is  required 
to  execute  that  power  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  the  United  8t4xtes^ 
with  authority  to  vary  from  those  laws  in  two  cases  only :  (1)  Where 
those  laws  are  not  adapted  to  the  exercise  of  the  judicial  authority  con- 
ferred by  section  one ;  (2)  Where  they  are  deficient  in  the  provisions  to 
furnish  suitable  remedies.  In  each  of  these  contingencies  the  minister 
has  authority  to  make  regulations  in  order  "  to  furnish  suitable  and  appro- 
priate remedies^^  and  for  no  other  purpose  whatever. 

'' '  The  fifth  section  is  still  more  explicit  on  this  point.  Every  power 
named  in  this  section  is  recited  to  be  conferred  upon  the  minister  ^^'in 
order  to  organize  and  carry  into  effect  a  system  of  jurisprudence?^ 

"The  power  of  originating  civil  and  criminal  proceedings  is  vested 
by  the  statute  in  consular  officers  exclusively. 

"'^They  can  also,  sitting  alone,  determine  all  criminal  cases  where  the 
fine  imposed  does  not  exceed  five  hundred  dollars,  or  the  term  of  im- 
prisonment does  not  exceed  ninety  days ;  and  may  impose  fines  to  the 
•extent  of  fifty  dollars,  or  imprisonment,  not  exceeding  twenty -four  hours, 
for  contempt  committed  in  the  presence  of  the  court,  or  for  failure  to 
obey  a  summons. 

"  They  may  also,  when  of  opinion  that  legal  questions  may  arise  in 
which  assistance  may  be  useful,  or  that  a  severer  punishment  is  required, 
summon  associates,  not  more  than  four  in  number,  taken  by  lot  from  a 
list  to  be  previously  approved  by  the  minister,  to  sit  with  them  on  the 
trial,  each  of  whom  is  to  enter  upon  the  record  his  judgment  and  opin- 
ion, and  to  sign  the  same ;  but  the  consul  himself  gives  the  judgment 
in  the  case,  whether  it  accords  with  that  of  his  associates  or  not. 

''  In  trials  for  capital  offenses  there  must  be  four  associates,  who  must 
all  agree  with  the  consul,  in  order  to  convict,  and  the  opinion  must  be 
approved  by  the  minister  before  there  can  be  a  conviction. 
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^'  Tbey  have  exclusive  jarisdiction  in  civil  proceedings  where  the  dam- 
age demanded  does  not  exceed  five  hundred  dolkrs. 

'<  Wlien  the  amount  demanded  exceeds  five  hundred  dollars,  or  when 
the  consul  thinks  the  case  involves  legal  perplexities,  and  that  assist- 
ance will  be  useful,  he  may  summon  to  his  aid  not  less  than  two  uor 
morejtban  three  associates,  to  be  selected  from  a  list  of  persons  nomi- 
nated by  the  consul,  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  to  the  minister,  and  ap 
proved  by  him.  They  shall  hear  the  case  with  him.  The  consul,  how- 
ever, is  to  give  the  judgment.  If  they  agree  with  liim,  the  judgment 
is  final.  If  they,  or  any  of  them,  disagree,  the  opinions  of  all  are  to  be 
noted  on  the  record  and  subscribed  by  them,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
consul  is  then  subject  to  appeal. 

'^Such  a  consular  court  cannot,  in  a  suit  by  a  person  not  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  entertain  a  set-ofi:'  further  than  to  the  extent  of  the 
claim  asserted  by  the  plaintiff,  and  cannot  render  a  judgment  against  a 
person  of  foreign  birth  not  a  citizen  of  the  Unite  i  States.  (11  Op.,  474, 
Speed,  cited  infra.) 

^' An  appeal  may  be  taken  in  criminal  cases  from  a  decision  of  a  coosol 
acting  alone,  where  the  fine  exceeds  one  hundred  dollars,  or  the  time  of 
imprisonment  for  a  misdemeanor  exceeds  ninety  days. 

** If  associates  sit  with  the  consul  in  criminal  proceedings  (except 
capital),  an  appeal  can  be  taken  to  the  minister  onl3^  in  case  of  disagree- 
ment between  him  and  one  of  his  associates- 

''  In  civil  proceediugs,  in  cases  arising  before  the  1st  day  of  July,  1870, 
an  appeal  can  only  be  taken  to  the  minister  fi*om  cases  in  which  asso- 
ciates sit  with  the  consul,  and  in  which  there  is  not  an  agreement  of 
opinion. 

<4n  cases  arising  after  the  1st  day  of  July,  1870,  an  appeal  may  be 
taken  to  the  minister  from  final  judgment  in  tJie  consular  conrts  of  China 
and  Japan,  where  the  matter  in  dispute  exceeds  five  hundred  dollars, 
but  does  not  exceed  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  exclusive  ^ 
costs ;  and  where  the  matter  exceeds  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars, 
exclusive  of  costs,  the  appeal  may  be  taken  to  the  circuit  court  for  the 
district  of  California. 

*' There  are  also  regulations  for  appeals  from  the  judgments  of  minis- 
ters to  the  circuit  court  of  Calitoruia. 

<'  In  Tunis,  Morocco,  and  Tripoli,  citizens  of  the  United  States  com- 
mitting murder  or  homicide  upon  a  subject  of  those  |>owers  ai«  to  be 
tried  by  a  mixed  court,  at  which  the  consul  is  to  'assist.' 

"The  undisputed  portion  of  the  fourth  article  of  the  treaty  of  183l> 
with  the  Ottoman  Porte  provides  for  the  supervision  of  the  American 
dragoman  in  the  hearing  of  all  litigations  and  disputes  arising  bexweeo 
the  subjects  of  the  Sublime  Porte  and  citizens  of  the  Uuiteil  States. 

'^It  is  not  in  dispute  that  the  usages  observed  towards  other  Franks 
are  to  be  observed  toward  ci*:izens  of  the  United  States.  These  usages 
are  believed  to  be  the  following : 

"1.  Turkish  tribunals  for  quet^tions  between  subjects  of  the  Porte 
and  foreign  Christians. 

"2.  Consular  courts  for  the  business  of  each  nation  of  foreign  Chris- 
tians. 

"  3.  Trial  of  questions  between  foreign  Christians  of  different  naticMis 
in  the  consular  court  of  the  defendant's  nation. 

^'4.  Mixed  tribunals  of  Turkish  magistrates  and  foreign  Christiaiis 
at  length  substituted  in  part  for  cases  between  Turks  and  foreign  Ghiis> 
tians. 
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*^5.  Finally,  forcaases  between  foreign  Christians,  the  substitution  at 
length  of  mixed  tribunals  in  place  of  the  separate  courts ;  this  arrange- 
ment introduced  at  first  by  the  legations  of  Austria,  Great  Britain, 
France,  and  Eussia,  and  then  tacitly  acceded  to  by  the  legations  of 
other  foreign  Christians. 

"A  provision  in  a  treaty  that  a  consul  may  exofficio  administer  upon 
the  estates  of  citizens  of  his  nationality  dying  within  his  jurisdiction 
without  legal  heirs  there,  gives  no  right  of  reclamation  against  the 
United  States  for  the  value  of  the  property  of  such  a  decedent  improp- 
erly administered  on  by  a  State  court,  unless  the  consul  first  exhausts 
bis  remedies  at  law  to  prevent  such  State  administration." 

Mr.  J.  C.  B.  Davis.    Notes,  &c. 

'^  J  have  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  dispatch  of  the  21st  of 
June  last,  No.  58. 

<'  The  seventh  article  of  the  treaty  with  Japan,  of  1858  (12  Stat.,  1507), 
provides  that  certain  persons  convicted  of  felony,  or  twice  convicted  of 
misdemeanor,  shall  lose  their  right  of  permanent  residence  in  Japan, 
and  the  Japanese  authorities  may  require  them  to  leave  the  country. 
Our  consular  authorities  are  to  determine  a  reasonable  time  for  the  con- 
vict to  settle  his  affairs,  not  exceeding  one  year.  When  that  time  shall 
expire,  the  convict  becomes  an  outlaw,  not  entitled  to  any  of  the  benefits 
of  our  treaties  with  Japan.  Such  a  state  of  circumstances,  however,  if 
known,  will  be  apt  to  induce  the  convict  to  avoid  the  position  in  which 
the  treaty  between  the  two  countries  will  have  placed  him.  If  he  per- 
sists in  remaining,  this  Oovernment  cannot  protect  him  against  the  con- 
sequences of  his  own  determination. 

'^  Consular  courts  have  arrogated  to  themselves  the  power  of  banish- 
ing American  convicts  to  the  United  States,  and,  as  in  the  instance  re- 
ported by  yon,  to  China.  This  is  a  form  of  punishment  not  known  to 
our  law,  and  if  it  has  been  overlooked,  it  has  not  been  approved  by  this 
Department. 

^^  The  principles  upon  which  we  resist  the  deportation  of  foreign  crim- 
inals to  the  United  States,  and  which  may  well  estop  us  from  sending 
American  criminals  to  China,  do  not  appear  to  afford  any  reason  why 
we  should  not  bring  home,  for  punishment,  our  citizens  who  have  been 
guilty  of  crime  upon  the  high  seas,  or  in  countries  where  we  reserve  the 
jurisdiction  for  trial  and  punishment  to  our  own  tribunals." 

Mr.  Fi8h,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  De  Long,  Sept.  10, 1870.    MSS.  Inst.,  Japan.    For. 
Bel.,  1870. 

"  I  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  dispatches  (No.  87)  of  September 
19,  1870,  and  (No.  96)  of  October  19, 1870 ;  the  first  inclosing  the  origi- 
nal manuscript,  and  the  second  a  printed  copy  of  regulations  for  the 
consular  courts  in  Japan,  made  and  promulgated  by  you  with  the  assent 
of  our  consular  officers  in  that  Kingdom. 

"  I  regard  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  July  1, 1870  (New  Consular 
Eegulations,  page  273,  No.  922),  as  intended  to  provide  for  the  estab- 
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li^bmeot  of  regulations  iu  countrien  where  we  have  no  diplomatic  rep- 
resentatives, and  shall  therefore  submit  the  regulations  transmitted  by 
you  to  Congress  for  revision,  without  assuming  for  myself  the  power  or 
the  duty  of  disapproving  or  amending  them.  I,  however,  think  it  my 
duty  to  call  the  attention  of  Congress  to  certain  of  the  regulations  which 
may  be  thought  to  transcend  the  authority  delegated  to  a  minister,  or 
that  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  countries  to  which  no  minister  is  ac- 
credited. 

"  The  power  conferred  upon  a  minister  by  sections  5  and  6  of  the  act 
of  June  22, 1860  (New  Consular  Kegulations,  Nos.  839  and  840),  has  been 
understood  by  this  Department  as  confined  to  the  course  of  procedure 
in  pursuing  judicial  reu^edies,  and  us  not  extending  to  the  creation  of 
new  rights  or  duties  in  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  to  the  modifica- 
tion ot  personal  rights  and  obligations  under  the  existing  law.  Yoa 
have  i;eferred  to  the  embarrassment  arising  from  the  absence  of  a  com- 
mon law  of  the  United  States,  in  their  Federal  character,  and  the  diver- 
sities between  the  common  law,  as  adopted  and  interpreted  by  the  sev- 
eral States  and  as  modified  by  their  separate  legislation. 

<^  This  difficulty  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  our  complex  system  of 
government.  If  it  can  be  obviated  at  all,  it  is  perhaps  only  by  the  opera- 
tion on  the  part  of  Congress  of  a  jurisdiction  over  citizens  of  the  United 
States  residing  in  unchristian  or  imperfectly  civilized  lands,  eqaivalent 
to  the  plenary  powers  with  which  it  is  invested  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia and  in  the  other  Territories.  This  Department  has  been  nnder  the 
impression  that  it  would  be  most  discreet  to  allow  the  anomalous  jnris- 
diction  of  our  consular  courts  in  such  countries  to  find  its  limits  and 
definition  from  the  practical  exigencies  of  administration  and  the  acqui- 
escence of  the  Governments  within  whose  territory  the  jurisdiction  is 
exercised. 

"A  report  made  to  Congress  by  my  predecessor,  Mr.  Seward  (a  copy 
of  which  is  inclosed),  shows  that  it  has  been  the  habit  of  this  Department 
to  regard  the  judicial  power  of  our  consular  officers  in  Japan  as  resting 
upon  the  assent  of  the  Government  of  that  Kingdom,  whether  expressed 
by  formal  convention  or  by  tacit  aoquiescence  in  the  notorious  practice 
of  the  consular  courts.  In  other  words,  they  were  esteemed  somewhat 
in  the  same  light  as  they  would  have  been  if  they  were  constituted  by 
the  Mikado  with  American  citizens  as  judges,  and  with  all  the  authority 
with  which  a  Japanese  tribunal  is  invested  in  respect  to  the  native  sub- 
jects of  Japan,  to  the  extent  that  our  Government  will  admit  a  jurisdic- 
tion understood  to  be  extremely  arbitrary.  They  were,  so  to  si)eak,  the 
agents  of  a  despotism,  only  restrained  by  such  safeguards  as  our  own 
Government  may  interpose  for  the  protection  of  citizens  who  come  within 
its  sway. 

"  Between  this  view  and  that  which  would  regard  our  consular  courts 
as  possessing  only  that  authority  which  has  been  conferred  upon  them 
in  express  terms  by  Congress  there  is  a  wide  margin.    Congress,  in- 
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formed  by  Mr.  Seward's  report  before  rneutioiied  of  the  general  views 
whicli  bud  obtained  iu  this  De[)artmeiit,  ba8  not  indicated  its  dissent  or 
concurrence,  except  by  silence.  It  is  possible  that  some  future  appeal 
under  the  fifth  and  sixth  sections  of  the  act  of  July  1,  1870,  may  lead 
to  a  judicial  determination  of  the  extent  of  consular  jurisdiction.  The 
communication  of  your  regulations  may  have  the  effect  of  bringing  the 
whole  subject  to  the  cons.ideration  of  Congress,  and  produce  a  clear 
expression  of  its  views. 

•*  Nearly  all  the  regulations  transmitted  by  you  are  regarded  as  clearly 
within  your  power  to  make,  and  to  carrj'  into  effect,  until  Congress  shall 
indicate  its  pleasure  to  the  contrary.  They  relate,  with  few  exceptions, 
to  the  course  of  procedure  in  the  consular  courts,'  and  so  far  as  they 
have  this  character  will  be  submitted  to  the  judgment  of  Congress  with- 
out remarks  in  regard  to  the  expediency  of  their  adoption  or  their 
amendment.    Among  the  exceptions  are — 

'^1.  The  first  regulation  requiring  the  registry  and  enrollment  of  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  under  a  pecuniary  penalty  and  the  forfeiture 
of  right  to  the  i)rotection  of  the  agents  of  this  Government  in  Japan. 

'^This  may  be  a  very  desirable  regulation,  but  it  will  be  submitted  to 
the  judgment  of  Congress  whether*it  be  not  of  a  purely  legislative  char- 
acter, divesting  private  rights  in  a  manner  not  authorized  by  Congress, 
uor,  so  far  as  known,  by  the  Government  of  Japan. 

^^2.  The  provisions  of  the  thirteenth  and  thirty-second  regulations  au- 
thorize judicial  proceedings,  by  summons  and  by  attachment  of  property, 
against  citizens  not  residing  in  Japan.  It  is  not  even  required  in  terms 
that  they  shall  at  any  time  have  been  residents  of  the  Empire.  While 
it  may  be  that  the  jurisdiction  of  our  consular  courts  under  treaties  and 
usage  extends  to  the  property  of  Americans  in  Japan,  although  they 
may  have  abandoned  their  residence  in  the  Kingdom  or  have  never 
resided  therein,  the  question  admits  of  such  doubt  a«  to  call  for  the 
determination  of  Congress. 

^'3.  Begulation  No.  229  establishes  the  grounds  upon  which  divorce 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony  may  be  granted.  There  is  no  general  law 
of  divorce  enacted  by  Congress  for  the  Territories  under  its  exclusive 
jarisdiction,  and  the  State  laws  on  this  subject,  as  you  are  aware,  have 
important  diversities.  The  rule  which  you  prescribe  for  the  dissolution 
of  marriage  may  be  very  different  from  that  prescribed  by  the  law  of 
the  State  in  which  the  parties  contracted,  and  which  may  be  supposed 
to  have  been  in  the  minds  of  both  of  them,  as  governing  their  marital 
relations.  The  effect  of  such  divorces  may  come  into  controversy  upon 
questions  of  legitimacy  of  inheritance,  even  of  bigamy,  in  every  State 
of  our  Union.  The  children  of  a  marriage  subsequent  to  the  divorce  of 
the  parents  in  Japan  may  be  allowed  to  inherit  in  one  State,  and  may 
be  bastardized  in  another,  unless  the  law  of  divorce  for  citizens  of  the 
United  States  in  Japan,  if  such  divorces  are  permitted  at  all,  shall  be 
fixed  by  an  authority  to  which  all  will  defer. 
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*^^4.  Begalation  No.  331  declai-es  the  ca8e8  dmtribuUHl  aoder  six  beads, 
lu  which  steamers  and  other  vessels  shall  be  subject  to  liens,  in  conse- 
'qaence  of  contracts  and  torts  connected  with  their  oatfit  and  naviga- 
tion. So  far  as  these  ar**  merely  aflSrmatory  of  general  principles  of 
maritime  law  they  are  nuobjectionable,  but  a  further  claase  of  the  regu- 
lation limits  the  continuance  of  such  lien  to  one  year.  This,  even  if  it 
^e  construed  as  merely  a  statute  of  limitation  for  actions  to  be  brought 
tn  our  courts  in  Japan,  is  positive  legislation,  and  of  a  novel  character. 

'^5.  The  sixth  regulation  in  regard  to  criminal  proceedings,  allowing 
the  testimony  of  an<absent  person  to  be  taken  and  used  in  criminal 
•cases,  not  merely  as  against  the  Government,  but  against  the  aocosed, 
^18  in  apparent  derogation  of  the  fourth  amendment  of  the  ConstitutiOD, 
"Which,  if  that  instrument  operates  upon  our  citizens  in  Japan,  secures 
'4:0  the  accused  the  right  to  be  confronted  with  the  witnesses  against 
^im.  In  any  event,  it  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  common  law  of 
England  or  of  any  of  the  United  States,  but  is  to  be  established  by 
legislative  authority.  The  same  is  true,  except  that  there  is  no  objec- 
tion growing  out  of  the  Constitution,  in  regard  to  the  thirteenth  regu- 
lation, allowing  a  person  charged  with  crime  to  testify  in  his  own  behalf. 

**'  6.  The  twenty-second  regulation  of  criminal  proceedings  implies  that 
murder  is  distinguishable  into  three  or  more  degrees.  The  twenty-third 
subjects  to  perpetual  banishment  a  person  guilty  of  felony,  and  the 
twenty -fourth  refers  to  the  rules  of  the  common  law  for  the  definition 
ef  felonies  and  misdemeanors.  Where  are  we  to  look  for  the  exposition 
of  the  common  lawf  To  the  courts  of  Massachusetts,  or  to  those  of 
Georgia,  or  to  those  of  England  f" 

Same  to  same,  Deo.  20^  1870 ;  Ihid,    Inolosore,  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  20,  40th  Cong., 

3d  sess. 

''  The  Ottoman  Government  and  that  of  Eg^'pt  have  latterly  shown  a 
disposition  to  relieve  foreign  consuls  of  the  judicial  powers  which  here* 
tofore  they  have  exercised  in  the  Turkish  dominions,  by  organizing  other 
tribunals.  As  Congress,  however,  has  by  law  provided  for  the  dis- 
charge of  judicial  functions  by  consuls  of  the  United  States  in  tiiat 
quarter  under  the  treaty  of  1830, 1  have  not  felt  at  liberty  formallj  to 
accept  the  proposed  change  without  the  assent  of  Congress,  whose 
•decision  upon  the  subject,  at  as  early  a  period  as  may  be  convenient^  is 
earnestly  requested." 

President  Grant,  Fifth  Annnal  Message^  1373. 

A  United  States  consul  in  China  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try  a  criminal 
charge  against  any  one  except  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Fisb,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Low,  Jan.  8,  1873.     MS8.  Inst.,  China. 

^*  When,  however,  such  an  offender,  being  a  member  of  the  crew  of  an 
American  vessel,  is  a  subject  or  citizen  of  a  country  having  no  treaty 
engagements  on  this  question  with  China  or  Japan,  or  where  the  consol 
of  the  nation  to  which  such  person  may  belong  shall  decline  to  assume 
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jurisdiction  over  him  fbr  the  offense  charg^ed  against  him,  it  is  the  opin- 
ion of  this  Department  that  the  consular  ofiQcers  of  tbe  United  States 
may  properly  assume  jurisdiction  in  tbe  case. 

<'  In  reference  to  offenses  committed  on  shore  in  China  and  Japan  by 
persons  enlisted  or  serving  on  board  national  vessels  of  war,  jurisdic- 
tion in  such  cases,  in  the  opinion  of  this  Government,  should  he  re- 
mitted to  the  consuls  of  the  country  under  whose  flag  the  offender  is 
serving,  on  the  ground  that  all  persons  who  have  taken  service  under  a 
power  are,  tor  the  time  being,  under  the  jurisdiction  of  that  power  ex- 
clusively and  amenable  to  its  tribunals.  * 

^^Information  has  reached  this  Department  that  the  Government  of 
Great  Britain,  entertaining  these  views,  has  lately  issued  instructions 
to  its  authorities  in  China,  Japan,  and  Siam,  to  abstain  from  interfer- 
ence with  British  subjects  serving  on  United  States  or  other  foreign 
men-of  war,  upon  the  principle  above  adverted  to,  and  you  are  in- 
structed in  like  manner  to  abstain  from  interference  with  citizens  of  the 
United  States  serving  on  board  British  or  other  foreign  vessels  of  war 
who  may  be  charged  with  the  commission  of  offenses  on  shore." 

Mr.  Cadwalader,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Avery,  Nov.  2,  1875.    MSS.  Inst., 
China. 

'^  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Department  that  the  consular  courts  are 
creatures  of  the  statute  creating  them.  Their  jurisdiction  is-  Kmited 
strictly  to  the  subjects,  matters,  and  purposes  specified  in  the  statutes^ 
and  no  person  or  officer,  except  those  expressly  named  or  fairly  included 
within  the  terms  of  the  law,  can  exercise  the  powers  or  functions  of  a 
judge  of  such  court.  The  act  of  the  22d  of  June,  1860,  to  carry  into 
effect  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Ohina  says :  'The  word 
consul  shall  be  understood  to  mean  any  person  invested  by  the  United 
States  with  and  exercising  the  functions  of  consul-general,  vice  consul- 
general,  consul,  or  vice-consul  in  any  of  the  countries  herein  named.' 
These  are  the  only  consular  officers  invested  with,  and  who,  under  the 
law  prior  to  the  revision,  could  exercise,  judicial  functions.  In  trans- 
ferring'this  section  to  the  Bevised  Statutes  the  words  ^  vice-consul-gen- 
eral '  were  omitted  (section  4130).  It  has  been  held  by  t^e  Department 
that  this  omission  excludes  that  officer  from  the  right  to  exercise  judi- 
cial functions,  and  consuls-general  in  China,  Japan,  and  Turkey  have 
been  so  instructed." 

Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Seward,  Jan.  19,  1876.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

Although  not  required  by  our  treaty  with  China,  the  Department,  in 
1877,  gave  a  general  expression  of  approval  to  '^  the  recommendation  of 
the  presence  of  consular  officers  of  their  own  nationality  in  the  crimi- 
nal trial  of  Chinese  where  the  sufferer  is  a  foreigner,  and  of  allowing  a 
Chinese  officer  to  be  present  at  the  trial  of  foreigners  where  a  Chinese 
is  the  sufferer." 

Mr.  Fish,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Seward,  Feh.  14,  1877.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 
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In  the  practice  of  the  mixed  courts  sitting  in  China  the  applicatioD  of 
torture  to  force  witnesses  to  testify  cannot  be  permitted,  although  sanc- 
tioned by  Chinese  law,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  such  proper  discipline 
as  may  be  requisite  in  the  way  of  imprisonment  or  otherwise  may  be 
applied. 

Mr.  Hay,  Asst.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  AngeU,  Aug.  16,  1880.    MSS.  Inst.,  China. 

The  question  here  involved  is  one  of  great  difficulty.  In  England 
and  in  the  United  States  a  witness  who  refuses  to  testify  is  imprisoned 
until  this  refusal  is  withdrawn,  but  in  China  our  consular  courts  have 
no  means  of  enforcing  an  order  of  indefinite  imprisonment,  and  to  hand 
the  contumacious  witness  over  to  a  Chinese  prison  would  be  to  hand 
him  over  to  torture,  of  which  Chinese  prison  discipline  largely  consists. 
Yet,  without  the  power  of  compelling  the  giving  of  testimony,  no  coort 
of  justice  can  be  efficiently  conducted.  It  must  be  conceded  that  a  oon> 
sul  cannot  direct  a  witness  to  be  tortured,  either  by  his  own  direct  order 
or  through  the  agency  of  Chinese  officials.  Yet,  if  he  does  not  exercise 
such  power,  whether  a  witness  shall  testify  at  all,  or  what  limit  is  to  be 
imposed  on  his  testimony,  will  have  to  be  determined  by  himself. 

The  only  criminal  cases  in  Japan  in  which  under  our  statutes  there  is 
an  appeal  from  the  consular  courts  to  the  minister  are  those  in  which 
the  punishment  is  capital. 

Mr.  Evarts,  Seo.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Bingham,  Oct.  7, 1880.    MSS.  Inst.,  Japan. 

The  punishment  in  non-capital  cases  "should  conform  to  that  pie- 
scribed  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States  for  similar  offenses." 

"  I  have  the  honor  to  acknowlefige  the  receipt  of  the  note  which,  1^ 
direction  of  Earl  Granville,  you  addressed  to  this  Department  on  the 
20th  of  August  last,  in  relation  to  the  modification  and  continuance  of 
the  tribunals  of  the  reform  in  Egypt,  after  the  expiration  of  the  exist- 
ing quinquennial  period  on  the  1st  of  February  next. 

"The  circular  of  the  Egyptian  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  of  May  30, 
1880,  to  which  his  lordship  refers,  was  received  by  this  Government  in 
due  course,  and  has  had  the  attention  which  is  due  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States,  as  one  of  the  parties  to  the  original  scheme  of  oonstitat- 
iug  the  tribunals  of  the  reform  which  it  is  now  proposed  to  change  by 
means  of  a  deliberative  commission  to  be  appointed  ad  hoc.  The  result 
of  a  detailed  examination  has  led  this  Government  to  conclusions  which 
are,  in  the  main,  identical  with  those  of  Her  Majesty's  Government,  as 
communicated  to  you  by  Earl  Granville.  It  accepts,  in  principle,  the 
proposal  of  the  Ehedival  Government,'  that  an  international  commission 
of  delegates  from  the  several  powers  which  joined  in  the  institution  of 
the  existing  tribunals,  should,  with  as  little  delay  as  possible,  consider 
and  report  to  the  powers  upon  such  modifications  as  may  appear  to  be 
expedient  or  necessary  in  the  constitution  of  the  tribunals  of  the  Tcform, 
and  in  their  procedure  and  their  administration  of  the  law,  as  well  as 
in  the  law  itself  as  framed  by  them,  so  long  as  such  modification  sbaU 
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place  the  judicial  administration  of  Egypt  on  a  basis  no  less  favorable 
than  the  present  one  for  securing  to  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  His 
Highness's  dominions  the  same  impartial  justice  they  enjoyed  nnder  the 
exercise  of  judicial  functions  by  the  diplomatic  and  consular  officers  of 
the  United  States  in  those  dominions  previous  to  the  institution  of  the 
reform  tribunals. 

"This  Governmeut  will,  therefore,  appoint,  at  as  early  a  day  as  possi 
ble,  two  delegates,  one  of  whom  shall  be  principal  and  the  other  asso- 
ciate, with  the  same  functions  as  like  adjunct  delegates  of  the  other 
powers,  to  represent  the  United  States  in  the  proposed  commission. 

''This  Government  shares  the  views  of  that  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty 
with  respect  \o  the  future  admission,  if  it  be  found  expedient,  of  dele- 
gates or  other  powers  than  those  which  united  in  establishing  the  ex- 
isting judicial  system  of  Egypt.  It  likewise  concurs  in  the  opinion 
that  the  formation  of  a  subcommittee  is  a  matter  properly  within  the 
discretion  of  the  commission  itself. 

"The  question  of  the  extension  of  the  present  quinquennial  period  to 
cover  the  time  which  may  possibly  elapse  before  the  modifications  to  be 
adopted  can  become  operative,  being,  so  far  as  the  United  States  are 
concerned,  one  for  the  discretion  of  the  executives,  this  Government  is 
prepared  in  this  matter  also  to  accede  to  the  proposal  of  the  Govern 
meut  of  His  Highness  the  Khedive.  The  question  of  the  appoinment 
of  the  present  foreign  judges  to  like  places  in  the  reorganized  tribunals, 
being  properly  one  for  the  consideration  of  each  of  the  appointing 
powers,  it  is  conceived  that  no  rigid  rule  should  be  adopted  by  the 
commission  with  respect  to  such  appointments.  It  may  thus  be  expe- 
dient to  provide  that  the  continuance  of  the  present  judges  through 
whatever  extended  term  may  be  requisite  before  the  proposed  modift 
cations  can  take  effect,  shall  not  necessarily  imply  renewal  of  their  ex- 
isting contracts  with  the  Egyptian  Government  for  a  fixed  quinquen- 
nial or  other  period,  but  shall  be  simply  for  the  time  needful  to  effect 
the  contemplated  changes." 

Mr.  Hay,  Acting  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Drammond,  Oct.  26,  1880.    MSS.  Notes, 
Gr.  Brit. ;  For.  Rel.,  1880. 

^'  When  commercial  relations  and  general  intercourse  were  opened  to 
foreign  nations  and  extended  by  the  liberality  of  the  Chinese  and  Jap- 
anese £mpires,  it  became  evident  that  the  seamen  and  citizens  of  these 
foreign  powers  could  not  safely  be  subjected  to  the  local  authorities. 
The  arbitrary  jurisdiction  of  their  courts,  more  executive  than  judicial, 
the  custom  of  torturing  witnesses  to  compel  their  testimony,  the  extreme 
and  cruel  punishments  inflicted  even  for  comparatively  slight  offenses, 
the  difficulties  of  language  and  the  utter  incompatibility  of  habits  of 
thought  on  all  legal  and  moral  questions,  made  it  impossible  to  trust 
the  persons,  the  property,  and  the  lives  of  our  own  people  to  such  a 
jurisdiction. 
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'^  This  was  recognized  03*  the  (rovernments  of  Ohina  and  Japan,  and 
they  couseuted  to  transfer  the  necessary  judicial  authority  which,  in 
their  own  territory,  would  otherwise  unquestionably  have  been  exda- 
sive  to  the  consular  officers  of  such  foreign  powers  as  were  willing  to 
negotiate  treaties  to  that  effect. 

"By  Article  IV  of  the  treaty  of  Simoda,  1857,  and  Article  VI of 
the  treaty  of  Yeddo,  1858,  both  negotiated  by  the  same  minister,  it  ia 
provided  that: 

" '  Americans  committing  offenses  in  Japan  shall  be  tried  by  the  Amer- 
ican consul-general  or  consul,  and  shall  be  punished  according  to  Amer- 
ican laws,'  and  ^Americans  committing  offenses  against  Japanese  shall 
be  tried  in  American  consular  courts,  and  when  guilty  shall  be  punished 
according  to  American  law,'  thus  providing  for  the  trial  of  all  ofTenaes 
committed  by  Americans  in  Japan  by  the  consular  courts  of  the  United 
States. 

"  The  same  principle,  as  I  understand,  is  secured  by  treaty  to  the  sub- 
jects of  Her  Britannic  Majesty. 

"  Under  these  provisions  no  difference  can  arise.  Under  them,  clearly, 
the  test  of  jurisdiction  is  nationality.  An  offense  committed  anywhere 
in  Japan,  except  on  a  foreign  man-of-war  or  within  the  precincts  of  a 
foreign  legation,  which  are  extraterritorial,  if  committed  by  an  English 
subject  resident  in  Japan  is  justiciable  before  the  British  courts;  if 
committed  by  an  American  citizen  resident  in  Japan,  is  justiciable  in 
the  consular  courts  of  the  United  States. 

'^  But  there  is  a  class  of  people  who  are  not  residents  of  Japan  in 
the  ordinary  acceptance  of  the  term,  and  who  are  not  protected  by  the 
extraterritorial  character  of  the  vessel  on  which  they  serve.  They  are 
the  seamen  of  the  mercantile  marine,  and  they  are  specially  recognized 
by  Article  IX  of  the  treaty  of  1858,  which  provides : 

" '  When  requested  by  the  American  consul,  the  Japanese  authorities 
will  cause  the  arrest  of  all  deserters  and  fugitives  from  justice,  receive 
in  jail  all  persons  held  as  prisoners  by  the  consul,  and  give  to  the  con- 
sul such  assistance  as  may  be  required  to  enable  him  to  enforce  the 
observance  of  the  laws  by  the  Americans  who  are  on  land,  and  to  main- 
tain order  among  the  shipping.' 

^<  And  in  view  of  this  provision,  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
which  authorizes  the  enrollment  in  every  American  merchant  ship  of  a 
certain  number  of  seamen  who  are  not  citizens,  has  enacted  in  the  act 
providing  for  the  execution  of  this  treaty,  as  follows : 

<'  <  Jurisdiction  in  both  criminal  and  civil  matters,  shall,  in  all  cases, 
be  exercised  and  enforced  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  which  are  hereby,  so  far  as  is  necessary  to  execute  such  treaties, 
respectively,  and  so  far  as  they  are  suitable  to  carry  the  same  into 
effect,  extended  over  all  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  those  countries, 
and  over  all  others  to  the  extent  that  the  terms  of  the  treaties  respect- 
ively, justify  or  require.'    (Section  4886,  Eev,  Stat.) 
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"  The  position  taken  by  the  Government  of  the  Dnited  States  in  this 
legislation,  under  the  articles  of  the  treaty^  is,  that  a  foreign  seaman 
daly  enrolled  on  an  American  merchant  vessel,  is  subject  to  the  laws 
and  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  United  States  to  precisely  the  same 
extent  that  a  native-born  seaman  would  be,  during  the  period  of  his 
service ;  that  although  not  an  American  citizen,  he  is  unquestionably 
an  American  seaman.    •    •     • 

"  When  a  foreigner  enters  the  mercantile  marine  of  any  nation  and 
becomes  one  of  the  crew  of  a  vessel  having  undoubtedly  a  national 
character,  he  assumes  a  temporar^^  allegiance  to  the  Hag  under  which 
he  serves,  and  in  return  for  the  protection  afibrded  him  becomes  subject 
to  the  laws  by  which  that  nation,  in  the  exercise  of  an  unquestioned  au- 
thority, troverns  its  vessels  and  seamen.  If,  therefore,  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  has,  by  treaty  stipulation  with  Japan,  acquired  the 
privilege  of  administering  its  own  laws  upon  its  own  vessels  and  in 
relation  to  its  own  seamen  in  Japanese  territory,  then  every  American 
vessel  and  every  seaman  of  its  crew  are  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  by 
which  such  treaty  has  been  transferred  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Sir  E.  Thornton,  Jane  3,  1831.     MSS.  Notes,  Gr. 
Brit. 

"The  intimacy  between  our  own  country  and  Japan,  the  most  ad- 
vanced of  the  Eastern  nations,  continues  to  be  cordial.  I  am  advised 
that  the  Emperor  contemplates  the  establishment  of  full  constitutional 
government  and  that  he  has  already  summoned  a  parliamentary  con- 
gress  for  the  purpose  of  efifecting  the  change.  Such  a  remarkable  step 
toward  complete  assimilation  with  the  Western  system  cannot  fail  to 
bring  Japan  into  closer  and  more  beneficial  relationship  with  ourselves 
as  the  chief  Pacific  power. 

"A  question  has  arisen  in  relation  to  the  exercise  in  that  country  of 
the  judicial  functions  (conferred  upon  our  ministers  and  consuls.  The 
indictment,  trial,  and  conviction  in  the  consular  court  at  Yokohama  of 
John  Ross,  a  merchant  seaman  on  board  an  American  vessel,  have 
made  it  necessary'  for  the  Government  to  ii^stitute  a  careful  examina- 
tion into  the  nature  and  methods  of  this  jurisdiction. 

"  It  appeared  that  Ross  was  regularly  sbi))ped  under  the  flag  of  the 
United  States,  but  was  by  birth  a  British  subject.  My  predecessor  felt 
it  his  duty  to  maintain  tbe  position  that,  during  his  service  as  a  regu- 
larly shipped  seaman  on  board  an  American  uierchant  vessel,  Ross  was 
subject  to  the  laws  of  that  service,  and  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  consular  authorities." 

President  Arthar,  FirHt  Annual  Mesuage,  18S1. 

A  seaman  duly  enrolled  in  a  merchant  vessel  of  the  United  States, 
lying  in  the  port  of  Yokohama,  and  who  there  was  guilty  of  murder,  is 
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within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  consul  at  that  port,  and 
may  be  convicted  of  such  crime,  although  he  was  at  the  time  a  Britisk 
subject.  . 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  State,  report  to  President,  Dec.  19,  1881.     M88.  Report  Book 
Am  to  consular  jurisdiction  in  such  case,  see  supra,  $  124;  as  to  jnrisdietioB 
generally,  see  suyra^  $$35,  35a. 

On  December  19,  1881,  President  Arthur  sent  to  the  Senate  a  report 
of  Mr.  Blaine,  Secretary  of  State,  on  "  the  present  system  of  consular 
jurisdiction.''  Mr.  Blaine,  in  this  opinion,  comments  adversely  on  tb€ 
constitutionality  as  well  as  policy  of  section  4083  jf.,  Revised  Statutes. 
He  advises  the  establishment,  in  place  of  the  consular  coarts,  of  purely 
judicial  tribunals.  As  showing  the  inadequacy  of  native  tribunals  for 
this  purpose  he  says:  *'In  China,  as  in  nearly  all  the  countries  of  the 
East,  where  extraterritoriality  of  jurisprudence  obtains,  there  is  no  ade- 
quate system  of  native  jurisprudence  to  serve  as  a  basis  for  a  mixed 
tribunal,  and  little  or  no  indication  that  the  native  Governments  appre- 
ciate the  insufficiency  of  their  codes  or  are  disposed  to  move  for  a  re- 
form therein.  I  may  remark,  nevertheless,  that  in  Japan  the  case  is 
different.  The  rapid  assimilation  of  the  native  methods  of  that  Empire 
to  Western  standards  makes  the  creation  of  an  international  coart  there 
a  probability  in  the  near  future." 

Mr.  Blaine,  Sec.  of  Stat«,  report  to  President,  Dec.  19, 1681.     MSS.  Report  Book. 

**  I  have  the  honor  to  bring  to  your  attention  the  inclosed  copy  of  a 
letter  of  the  3d  ultimo,  from  Stephen  P.  Mirzan,  praying  for  a  pardoD. 

^'The  story  of  the  crime  may  be  briefly  stated  as  follows:  On  the 
17th  of  July,  1879,  Alexander  Dahan,  a  distinguished  lawyer  and  es- 
teemed gentleman,  met  Stephen  P.  Mirzan  in  the  streets  of  Alexandria. 
Egypt,  where  they  had  angry  words  and  finally  came  to  blows,  Mirzan 
striking  Dahan.  Dahan*  ran  away,  fleeing  through  a  comer  book-store, 
in  at  one  door  and  out  at  another,  closely  pursued  by  Mirzan,  who,  as 
Dahan  passed  out  of  the  second  door,  shot  him* through  the  back  of  the 
head,  the  ball  coming  out  through  the  forehead.  Dahan  died  instantly. 
He  was  a  subject  of  Turkey. 

<^  Mirzan  was  tried  at  Alexandria  before  the  late  Horace  Mavnard, 
then  minister  of  the  United  States  to  Turkey,  convicted  of  murder  in 
the  first  degree  June  12, 1880,  and  sentenced  to  be  hanged  October  1, 
1880. 

^^  President  Hayes  commuted  this  sentence  to  life  imprisonment  in  an 
American  prison  at  Smyrna.    This  commutation  is  dated  July  29, 1880. 

"  The  3d  of  August,  18iS2,  President  Arthur  directed  that  Mirzan  be 
brought  to  Albany  and  that  the  remainder  of  his  sentence  be  served 
out  at  the  penitentiary  at  that  capital.  He  was  accordingly  trans- 
ported thither,  where  he  is  now  confined. 

^'Of  the  legality  of  Mirzan's  trial  and  conviction  there  can  be  do 
doubt,  as  both  your  Department  and  the  higher  courts  of  this  countiy 
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have  affirmed  and  recognized  our  extraterritorial  jnrisdiction  in  such 
cases  under  our  statutes. 

''Although  numerously  signed  petitions  for  Mirzan's  pardon  have 
reached  this  Government,  Presidents  Hayes  and  Arthur  have  each  de- 
clined to  exercise  their  prerogative  except  as  previously  stated. 

''  Mrs.  Marie  Antoinette  Mirzan,  wife  of  Stephen  P.  Mirzan,  has  also 
sought  on  frequent  occasions  to  have  her  husband  pardoned.  In  reply 
to  one  of  her  letters  Mr.  Blaine,  Secretary  of  State,  wrote,  November  14, 
1881,  as  follows: 

"  *  I  am  directed  by  the  President  to  express  his  regret  that  nothing 
in  your  husband's  case,  in  his  judgment,  calls  for  the  exercise  of  the 
President's  prerogative  further  for  his  relief.  A  full  review  of  the  case 
was  made  by  President  Garfield,  which  resulted  in  finding  no  ground 
for  extending  clemency  beyond  the  commutation  of  the  death  penalty 
decreed  by  the  court ;  and  nothing  has  since  then  been  adduced  to  lead 
President  Arthur  to  modify  the  conclusions  reached  by  his  predecessor.' 

**  On  the  26th  of  January,  1882,  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  late  Secretary  of 
State,  in  a  letter  to  Mrs.  Mirzan,  adhered  to  the  conclusions  of  the  De- 
partment's previous  letter  of  jSTovember  14,  1881.    He  also  said  : 

*'  *  The  President,  however,  desires  me  to  add  that  when  a  longer 
time  shall  have  elapsed  from  the  conviction  of  your  husband  of  the  very 
grave  offense  with  which  he  was  charged,  you  may  feel  at  liberty  to 
renew  the  application,  supported  by  such  recommendations  from  the 
prison  officers  and  people  of  Symrna  as  you  may  be  able  to  obtain,  and 
that  the  subject  will  then  receive  renewed  and  serious  consideration.' 

"  On  January  14,  1883,  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  writing  to  Mirzan,  stated 
that  the  President  did  not  feel  justified  in  further  interfering  with  the 
course  of  justice. 

"  The  question  of  Executive  clemency  would  appear  to  be  the  only 
one  open.  As  to  this,  however,  it  may  incidentally  be  remarked  that 
the  main  objection  to  Presidential  clemency  being  accorded  is  that  it 
would  undoubtedly  have  an  iiuurious  effect  on  our  treaty  discussion 
with  the  Government  of  Turkey,  of  which,  as  stated,  Dahan  was  a  sub- 
ject. Turkey  would  doubtless  make  use  of  Mirzan's  pardon  as  an  evi- 
dence that  this  Government  favored  its  citizens  even  when  appearing 
to  try  them. 

"  While  doubtful  of  the  expediency  of  a  pardon  or  reduction  of  sen- 
tence at  this  time,  less  than  six  years  from  the  commission  of  the  mur- 
der, yet  1  have  no  desire  to  interfere  with  Mirzan's  application  having 
the  fullest  possible  consideration,  and  upon  receiving  an  intimation 
from  you  that  you  <lesire  to  give  attention  to  his  petition,  with  a  view  to 
a  decision  on  its  merits  in  conneef.ion  with  his  confinement,  and  a  re- 
port from  the  prison  authorities  at  Albany,  as  foreshadowed  by  Mr. 
Frelinghuysen,  I  shall  take  pleasure  in  furnishing  yon  with  such  copies 
of  the  record  in  Mirzan's  case  as  niav  be  necessary  to  a  fuller  and  more 
complete  understanding  of  the  subject. 
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"  I  bave  delayed  responding  to  Mirzan's  letter  until  I  shall  be  ap- 
prised of  the  decision  of  your  Department  in  the  preniises.^^ 

Mr.  Bayard,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Garland,  Atty.  Gen.,  June  16,  1S<*.    MSS. 
Dom.  Let. 

^'  Your  letter  of  the  2l8t  instant  has  been  received-  It  relates  to  the 
case  of  J.  M.  Eoss,  alleged  to  be  a  British  subject,  who,  having  in  1S8D 
killed  a  fellow-seaman  named  Robert  Kelly,  on  the  American  ship 
Bullion,  in  the  harbor  of  Yokohama,  was  tried  by  the  United  States 
consular  court  there,  convicted,  and  sentenced  to  death,  which  penalty 
was  later  commuted  by  the  President  to  imprisonment  for  life  in  the 
Albany  penitentiary,  where  Ross  is  now  conHned. 

"  You  state  that  Ross  '  wishes  to  have  his  case  reviewed  on  the  groond 
that  the  court  had  not  jurisdiction  of  his  person,  he  being  then  and  now 
a  British  subject.' 

"The  question  of  jurisdiction  in  Ross's  case  has  already  had  full  con- 
sideration on  two  pleas — want  of  jurisdiction  of  his  person  and  ancon- 
stitutionality  of  the  form  and  manner  of  trial.  The  latter  plea,  being 
of  municipal  competence,  was  before  the  circuit  court  of  San  FraDcisoa 
on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  sued  out  by  Ross  on  reaching  that  port,  on 
his  way  from  Yokohama  to  Albany,  April  4,  1881,  and  the  court  dis- 
missed the  writ.  The  constitutionality  pf  the  judicial  extraterntorial 
procedure  prescribed  by  statute  under  the  authority  of  the  treaty  i» 
established.  This  branch  of  the  question  can  be  municipally  tested 
by  being  brought  before  the  United  States  courts  by  habeas  corpus.    • 

"  The  plea  that  Ross,  being  an  alien,  was  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  consular  court,  was  raised  by  the  British  Government.     •     •    • 

<<  This  Government  denied  the  plea  on  the  admitted  doctrine  that  the 
sovereign  of  the  flag  of  a  ship  has  jurisdiction  of  crimes  committed  by 
foreigners  on  such  ship  on  the  high  seas  or  in  x>orts  where  the  oonrts  of 
the  United  States  have  jurisdiction,  and  that  Ross,  being  a  daly  arti- 
cled seaman  on  an  American  ship,  was  within  the  statutory  and  treaty 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  court  at  Yokohama.  If  this  phase  of 
the  question  is  to  be  revived,  it  can  only  be  presented  by  the  Biitidi 
Government  through  the  diplomatic  channel." 

Mr.  Porter,  Asat.  Sec.  of  State,  to  Mr.  Stimtion,  June  28, 1886.   MSS.  Dom.  LeL 

'<By  treaty  stipulations  with  most  non-Ghrlstian  countries,  the  United 
States  has  acquired  a  right  of  extraterritoriality. 

''Congress  has  enacted  certain  statutes  for  carrying  into  effect  the 
provisions  of  treaties  in  this  respect  by  conferring  judicial  powera  upon 
consular  officers  and  original  or  appellate  jurisdiction  upon  diplomatic 
agents.  These  statutes  are  embraced  in  sections  4083  to  4130^  inclnsive, 
of  the  Revised  Statutes.  It  is  the  duty  of  all  diplomatic  agents  in  those 
countries  to  acquaint  themselves  with  these  provisions  of  law. 

"For  the  convenience  of  the  diplomatic  agent,  certain  particalairs 
concerning  his  original  powers  and  functions,  and  his  advisory,  super- 
visory, or  appellate  relations  to  consular  officers  exercising  extra  terri- 
torial jurisdiction  in  the  same  country,  are  herein  given,  premising  that 

816 


CHAP,  v.]    JUDICIAL  FUNCTIONS  IN  SEMI-CIVILIZED  LANDS.     [§  125. 

oar  legislation  od  the  subject  is  in  a  very  unsatisfactory  and  uncertain 
condition,  which  Congress  has  been  asked  to  remedy. 

'<  The  jurisdiction  of  both  ministers  and  consuls  in  criminal  and  civil 
matters  is  to  be  exercised  in  conformity,  Ist,  with  the  laws  of  the  United 
States;  2d,  with  the  common  law,  equity,  and  admiralty;  and  3d,  with 
decrees  and  regulations,  •  •  •  made  by  the  ministers  of  the  United 
States  in  each  country,  respectively,  to  supply  defects  and  deficiencies  in 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  the  common  law  as  above  defined. 

^^  This  power  of  the  minister  to  make  laws  and  regulations  is  limited, 
by  construction  of  the  Department,  as  not  imparting  to  him  an  arbitrary 
power  of  legislation,  but  as  remedial  and  confined  to  acts  necessary  ta 
organize  and  give  efficiency  to  the  courts  created  by  the  act. 

"The  authority  conferred  by  the  statute  is  defined  to  be  s^juduiil  au 
thority.  The  minister  is  required  to  execute  the  power  in  conformity^ 
tcith  the  laws  of  the  United  States^  with  authority  to  supply  defects  and 
deficiencies  in  two  cases  only :  (1)  Where  those  Jaws  are  not  adapted  to 
theexerciseof  the  judicial  authority  conferred  by  the  statute.  (2)  Where 
they  are  deficient  in  provisions  to  furnish  suitable  remedies.  In  each 
of  these  contingencies  the  minister  has  authority  to  make  regulations  in 
order  '  to  furnish  suitable  and  appropriate  remediesj^  and  for  no  other 
purpose  whatever.  Every  power  named  in  the  statute  in  this  resj>ect  is. 
conferred  u])on  the  minister,  *tn  order  to  organize  and  carry  into  effect  the 
system  ofjurisprtidence.^ 

"  It  is  provided  that  the  ministers  shall  prescribe  the  forms  of  all  proc- 
esses to  be  issued  from  the  consular  courts,  the  mode  of  executing  and 
the  time  of  returning  the  same;  the  manner  in  which  trials  shall  be  con- 
ducted, and  how  the  records  thereof  shall  be  kept ;  the  form  of  oaths  for 
Christian  witnesses,  and  the  mode  of  examining  all  other  witnesses;  the 
costs  to  be  allowed  to  the  prevailing  party,  and  the  fees  to  be  paid  for 
judicial  services ;  the  manner  in  which  all  ofiScers  and  agents  to  execute 
process  shall  be  appointed  and  paid ;  the  form  of  bail  bonds,  and  the 
security  which  shall  be  required  from  the  party  who  appeals  from  the 
decision  of  a  consul.  He  is  required  to  make  from  time  to  time  such 
further  decrees  and  regulations  as  may  be  necessary.  It  is  his  duty  also 
to  establish  a  tariff  of  fees  for  judicial  services,  to  be  paid  by  such  par- 
ties and  to  such  persons  as  he  shall  direct. 

<'  The  statute  further  provides  that  all  such  regulations,  decrees,  and 
orders  shall  be  plainly  drawn  up  in  writing,  and  submitted,  as  hereinbe- 
fore provided,  for  the  advice  of  the  consuls,  or  as  many  of  them  as  can  be 
consulted  without  prejudicial  delay  or  inconvenience,  and  each  consul 
shall  signify  his  assent  or  dissent  in  writing,  with  his  name  subscribed 
thereto.  After  taking  such  advice,  and  considering  the  same,  the  min- 
ister in  each  of  those  countries  may,  nevertheless,  by  causing  the  decree^ 
order,  or  regulation  to  be  published  with  his  signature  thereto,  and  the 
opinions  of  his  advisers  inscribed  thereon,  make  it  binding  and  obliga- 
tory, until  annulled  or  modified  by  Congress;  and  it  shall  take  effect 
from  the  publication  or  upon  any  subsequent  day  named  in  the  act. 

"  All  such  regulations,  orders,  and  decrees  shaAl,  as  speedily  as  may 
be  after  publication,  be  transmitted  by  the  ministers,  with  the  opinions 
of  their  advisers,  as  drawn  up  by  them  severally,  to  the  Secretary  of 
State,  to  be  laid  before  Congress  for  revision. 

"The  forms  and  practice  in  each  consular  court  have  now  become  set- 
tled by  usage.  Each  consul  is  required  to  conform  to  them.  Should  he 
find  defects  in  any  part  of  the  existing  system,  he  will  call  the  atten* 
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tion  of  the  diplomatic  representative  of  the  United  States  to  tbem.  The 
power  of  directing  a  change  is  vested  in  that  ofiBcer  by  law,  and  shoold 
be  exercised,  if  called  for  by  circumstances,  in  the  manner  prescribed 
in  the  foregoing  sections. 

**The  power  of  commencing  original,  civil,  and  crimiDal  proceedings 
is  vested  in  consular  ofiBcers  exclusively,  except  that  capital  cases  for 
murder  or  insurrection  against  the  Government  of  either  of  the  coantries 
named  in  the  statute,  or  offenses  against  the  public  peace  amonuting 
to  felony  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  committed  by  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  may  be  tried  before  the  minister.  Original  jurisdic- 
tion is  vested  in  the  ministers  also  in  cases  where  the  consular  officer 
is  interested  either  as  party  or  witness. 

''A  perusal  of  the  several  section^^  of  the  existing  statutes  may  leave 
the  diplomatic  agent  in  doubt  as  to  l^hether  it  was  the  intention  of  Con- 
gress to  make  his  jurisdiction  in  capital  cases  exclusively  original,  or  ex- 
clusively appellate,  or  dther,  as  the  case  may  be,  or  simply  revisory. 
Section  4084  gives  to  mmisters  and  consuls  in  China,  Japan,  Siam,  Egypt, 
and  Madagascar  power  to  arraign  and  try  *all  citizens  of  the  United 
States  charged  with  offenses  against  the  law.'  Section  4086  refers  to  the 
jurisdiction  so  conferred  as  exercisable  Mn  both  criminal  and  civil  mat- 
ters.' Section  4087  authorizes  each  of  the  consuls  at  ports  in  the  above- 
named  countries  to  arrest  and  try  all  offending  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  Section  4090  provides  that  caj)ital  cases  may  be  tried  before 
the  minister  if  allowed  jurisdiction  by  treaties.  Section  4091  authorizes 
each  of  the  ministers  in  the  countries  named  4o  hear  and  decide  all 
cases,  criminal  and  civil,  which  may  come  before  him,  by  appeal,'  in  cases 
where  appeal  is  provided.  Section  4102  provides  that  insurrection  or 
rebellion  against  the  Government  of  either  of  those  countries,  and  mur- 
kier, shall  be  capital  offenses  punishable  with  death,  but  no  person  shall 
be  convicted  unless  the  consul  and  his  associates  all  concur,  and  the 
minister  also  approves  of  the  conviction.  Section  4106  provides  that 
where  the  consul  shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  associates  will  be  useful, 
there  shall  not  be  less  than  four  such  associates  in  capital  cases.  Sec- 
tion 4108  provides  that  the  jurisdiction  allowed  by  the  ministers  in  the 
countries  named  above  shall  be  exercised  by  them  in  those  countries 
wherever  they  may  be.  Section  4109  provides  that  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  minister,  in  all  matters  of  crimes,  'except  in  capital  cases,  •  •  • 
shall  be  appellate  only.' 

"  If  in  doubt  on  these  points  it  may  be  advisable,  wherever  there  is  a 
consular  court  established,  for  the  diplomatic  agent  to  confine  bis  juris- 
diction to  matters  of  revision  and  appeal,  as  the  course  most  consonant 
with  the  usual  principles  of  justice  which  it  is  made  his  duty  to  apply. 

"  The  statute  provides  that  in  the  case  of  a  conviction  entailing  \he 
death  penalty,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  minister  to  issue  his  warrant 
for  the  execution  of  the  convict,  appointing  the  time,  place,  and  man- 
ner; but  if  the  minister  is  ^tistied  that  the  ends  of  public  justice  de- 
mand it,  he  may  from  time  to  time  postpone  suck  execution  ;  and  i/ke 
Jinds  mitigating  circumstances  ichich  authorize  it,  he  may  submit  the  case 
to  the  President  for  pardon. 

'^  As  this  provision  stands  it  apjjears  to  make  the  diplomatic  agent  the 
sole  judge  of  the  propriety  of  extending  Executive  clemency  to  theconvict. 
It  was  probably  not  the  intent  of  Congress  to  bar  theexentise  of  the  Presi- 
dent's power  of  pardon  at  the  discretion  of  a  diplomatic  agent;  audit 
would  be  manifestly  improper  as  well  as  of  doubtful  constitutionality  to 
do  so  in  the  possible  case  of  conviction  being  had  before  the  officer 
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whose  (Uity  it  is  made  to  execute  the  sentence.  In  cases  coming  nnder 
this  statutory  provision  the  Department  of  State  deems  it  advisable  that 
the  diplomatic  agent  should  always  regard  the  ends  of  i>ublic  justice  as 
requiring  postponement.of  the  execution  until  the  case  is  reported  and 
copiesot  the  judgment  and  testimony  are  transmitted  to  the  Department 
of  State  and  the  President's  views  in  the  premises  shall  have  been  re- 
ceived. 

*'  Consuls  may  also,  when  of  opinion  that  legal  questions  may  arise  in 
which  assistance  will  be  useful,  or  that  a  punishment  in  excess  of  one 
hundred  dollars'  fine  or  sixty  days'  imprisonment  is  required,  summon 
associates,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  not  more  than  four  in  number, 
taken  by  lot  trom  a  list  to  be  previously  approved  by  the  minister,  to 
sit  with  them  on  the  trial,  each  of  whom  is  to  enter  upon  the  record  his 
judgment  and  opinion,  and  to  sign  the  same ;  but  the  consul  himself 
gives  the  judgment  in  the  case,  whether  it  accords  with  that  of  his  as- 
sociates or  not. 

'*In  trials  for  capital  offenses  there  must  be  not  less  than  four  associ- 
ates, who  must  all  agree  with  the  consul,  and  the  opinion  must  be  ap- 
proved by  the  minister  before  there  can  be  a  conviction. 

'^  It  is  the  duty  of  a  consular  officer  after  arrival  at  his  post  to  make 
himself  acquainted  with  the  leading  resident  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  in  order  that  he  may  nominate  for  the  approval  of  the  minister 
a  list  of  individuals  for  the  purposes  of  the  statute. 

<^  The  list  should  be  full,  so  as  to  embrace,  if  possible,  every  interest 
in  the  community.  It  should  be  composed  exclusively  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States  of  good  repute  residing  at  the  place.  From  time  to  time 
it  should  be  revised.  No  person  should  be  permitted  to  act  as  an  as- 
sociate on  a  trial  who  has  any  interest,  direct  or  contingent,  in  the  suit. 

*'*'  Section  4106  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  seems  to  give  consuls  only  the 
discretionary  power  to  summon  associates.  In  practice,  however,  it  is 
customary  for  the  minister  to  exercise  this  power  in  cases  where  be  has 
original  jurisdiction. 

<^  In  the  infliction  of  punishments  on  persons  convicted  in  consular 
courts,  diplomatic  agents  as  well  as  consular  officers  are  expected  to  be 
governed  by  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  pre- 
scribed for  similar  offenses,  and  will  be  careful  that  the  sentence  in  each 
case  is  in  conformity  therewith. 

'<  It  is  the  duty  of  diplomatic  agent-s  equally  with  consular  officers  to 
encourage  the  settlement  of  controversies  of  a  civil  character  by  mutual 
agreement,  or  by  submitting  them  to  the  decision  of  referees ;  and  the 
form  of  such  submission  is  to  be  acknowledged  before  the  officer.  After 
hearing  any  case  the  referees  are  required  to  deliver  their  award,  sealed, 
to  the  officer,  who  is  to  open  it  in  court.  If  he  accepts  the  award  he 
shall  indorse  the  fact,  and  render  judgment  thereon.  The  parties,  how- 
ever, may  always  make  a  settlement  before  return  is  made  to  the  officer. 

<<  In  some  criminal  cases  it  is  lawful  for  the  parties  concerned  therein, 
with  the  assent  of  the  minister  in  the  country,  or  consul,  to  adjust  or 
settle  the  same  among  themselves  upon  pecuniary  or  other  considera- 
tions. 

'^  The  minister  is  authorized  to  hear  and  decide  all  cases,  criminal  and 
civil,  which  may  come  before  him  by  appeal,  and  to  issue  all  processes 
necessary  to  execute  the  power  conferred  ui>on  him ;  and  he  is  fully  em- 
powered to  decide  finally  any  case  upon  the  evidence  which  comes  up 
with  it,  or  to  hear  the  parties  further,  if  he  thinks  justice  will  be  pro- 
moted thereby.    He  may  also, prescribe  the  rules  upon  which  new  trials 
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may  be  granted,  either  by  the  consul  or  by  himself.  Provision  is  also 
made  for  appeal  in  certain  eases  from  the  decision  of  the  minister  to  the 
<5ircuit  court  for  the  district  of  California. 

<<  An  appeal  may  be  taken  to  the  minister  from  a  decision  of  a  consul 
acting  alone,  where  the  tine  exceeds  one  hundred  dollars  or  the  term  of 
imprisonment  for  misdemeanor  exceeds  sixty  days. 

"  If  associates  sit  with  the  consul  in  criminal  proceedings  (except  cap- 
ital and  except  in  the  case  mentioned  in  the  preceding  paragraph)  an 
appeal  can  be  taken  to  the  minister  only  in  the  event  of  disagreement 
43etween  the  consul  and  any  of  the  associates. 

'^  In  civil  cases  the  consul  is  required  to  summon,  under  the  statute, 
^associates,  therein  described,  to  sit  with  him  (1)  when  he  is  of  opinioo 
that  the  case  involves  legal  perplexities,  or  (2)  when  the  damages  de- 
manded exceed  five  hundred  dollars.  In  a  case  in  which  the  damages 
demanded  do  not  exceed  five  hundred  dollars,  if  he  decide  the  case  with- 
out aid,  his  decision  is  final.  But  in  such  cases  when  associates  sit  with 
the  consul,  an  appeal  can  be  taken  to  the  minister  where  there  is  a  dis- 
agreement of  opinion  between  any  of  the  associates  and  the  consul." 

Printed  Pers.  Inst.,  Dip.  AgentSi  l&*6. 

Am  to  consular  jurisdiction  in  Turkey  of  homicides  of  Turks  by  United  States 
citizens,  see  Mr.  Evarts,  Sec.  of  State,  to  Aristarcbi  Bey,  Mar.  30,  1876 
M8S.  Notes,  Turkey. 

For  reports  on  judicial  functions  of  consuls,  see  MSS.  Rep.  Book,  Oept.  of 
State,  vol.  8,  pp.  97,  233,  369,  :J79, 469. 

As  to  consular  jurisdiction  in  Mahommedan  countries,  see  Mr.  Webster,  See.  of 
State,  to  Mr.  Payne,  Mar.  30,  1851.     MSS.  Inst.,  Barb.  Powers. 

As  to  appeals  from  consular  courts,  see  letter  of  Mr.  Fish,  Sec.  of  State,  to 
Senator  Butler,  Mar.  24,  1875.     MSS.  Dom.  Let. 

In  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No.  25,  4l8t  Cong.,  3d  sess.,  will  be  found  a  "copyof  regnla- 
tions  for  the  consular  courts  of  the  United  States  in  Japan,  decn^ed  and 
issued  by  the  minister  of  the  United  States  for  that  country.'^ 

As  to  passports  by  consuls  in  Oriental  lands,  see  infraj  $  19r. 

As  to  consular  jurisdiction  under  treaties,  see  supra,  $  68;  tn/ra,  $  153.  See  alao 
Mr.  Sheppard^s  pamphlet  on  Bxtraterritoriality,  in  reference  to  Japan. 
The  question  of  foreign  consular  jurisdiction  over  crimes  is  examined  with 
great  fullness  in  4  Lawrence  Com.  sur  droit  int.,  chap.  i.  See  also  Schuy- 
ler's Am.  Diplom.,  64  j^. 

Jadicial  powers  are  not  necessarily  incident  to  the  office  of  oonsai, 
although  Qsually  conferred  upon  consuls  of  Ghristian  nations  in  pagan 
and  Mohammedan  countries  for  the  decision  of  controversies  between 
•their  fellow-citizens  or  subjects  residing  or  commorant  there,  and  for 
i)he  punishment  of  crimes  committed  by  them.  The  existence  and  ex* 
tent  of  such  powers  depend  on  the  treaty  stipulations  and  positive  laws 
^f  the  nations  concerned. 

Dainese  v.  Hale,  91  U.  S.,  13. 

The  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  Ottoman  Empire,  con- 
cluded June  5, 1862  (if  not  that  made  in  1830),  has  the  effect  of  con- 
ceding to  the  United  States  the  same  privilege  in  respect  to  consular 
courts  and  the  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  thereof  which  are  enjoyed 
by  other  Ghristian  nations ;  and  the  act  of  Congress  of  June  22, 1860, 
established  the  necessary  regulations  for  the  exercise  of  such  jurisdic- 
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tioD.  But  as  this  jurisdiction  (that  of  consular  courts)  is,  in  terms,  only 
such  as  is  allowed  by  the  laws  of  Turkey,  or  by  its  usages  in  its  inter- 
course with  other  Ghristian  nations,  those  laws  or  usages  must  be  shown 
in  order  to  know  the  precise  extent  of  such  jurisdiction. 

Ibid. 

The  defendant,  when  consul-general  of  the  United  States  in  Egypt, 
in  1864,  issued  an  attachment  against  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff  there 
situate.  Plaintiff,  and  the  persons  at  whose  suit  the  attachment  was 
issued,  were  citizens  of^the  United  States  and  not  residents  or  sojourn- 
ers in  the  Turkish  dominions.  For  this  act  the  plaintiff  brought  suit  in 
this  country  to  recover  the  value  of  the  goods  attached.  The  defendant 
pleaded  his  official  character,  and,  as  incident  thereto,  claimed  jurisdic- 
tion to  entertain  the  suit  in  which  the  attachment  was  issued.  It  was 
held  that  the  plea  was  defective  for  not  setting  forth  the  laws  or  usages 
of  Turkey  upon  which,  by  the  treaty  and  act  of  Congress  conferring  the 
jurisdiction,  the  latter  was  made  to  depend,  and  which  alone  would  show 
its  precise  extent,  and  that  it  embraced  the  case  in  question. 

Ibid, 

A  consular  court  is  a  court  of  limited  jurisdiction,  and  all  the  juris- 
dictional facts  must  be  alleged  in  the  libel  or  petition ;  otherwise  it  will 
be  insuf&cient.  In  cases  of  appeal  from  the  consular  and  ministerial 
courts  of  China  and  Japan  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  district  of  California,  the  record  on  appeal  must  show  an  allowance 
of  the  appeal.  A  citation  is  necessary,  unless  the  appeal  is  allowed  in 
open  court,  though  it  may  be  questioned  whether  a  citation  is  not 
always  necessary,  if  the  consular  court  has  once  adjourned  after  ren- 
dering a  decree,  there  being  no  terms  of  such  courts. 

Steamer  Spark  v.  Lee  Choi  Cham,  1  Sawyer,  713. 

The  question  of  extraterritorial  jurisdiction  for  crime  is  discnssedy  in 
its  general  relations,  supra,  §  9,  ff. 

In  the  absence  of  any  specific  appropriation  for  the  object,  the  ex- 
pense of  transferring  prisoners,  held  by  the  authorities  of  the  United 
States  in  China,  from  Amoy  to  Hong-Kong  for  trial  on  a  charge  of 
piracy,  is  a  lawful  charge  upon  the  judiciary  fund,  so  called,  being  the 
fund  appropriated  for  defraying  ^^  the  expenses  of  prosecutions  for 
offenses  committed  against  the  United  States,  and  for  the  safe-keeping 
of  prisoners.'^ 

6  Op.,  59,  Cashing,  1853. 

Consuls  at  the  Barbary  i>ort8,  and  in  general  in  other  Mohammedan 
conntries,  mnst  not  be  confounded  in  respect  of  functions  or  of  regnla- 
tjons  with  the  consuls  established  in  the  countries  of  Christendom. 
Their  condition  is  referable  to  peculiar  doctrines  of  the  law  of  nations, 
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and  they  are  governed  in  many  respects  by  particular  treaties  and  acts 
of  Congress. 

7  Op.,  242,  Cashing,  1855. 

Congress  has  empowered  the  commissioners  and  consuls  of  the  United 
States  in  China  to  exercise  judicial  authority  over  their  fellow-citizeDS. 
The  consuls  have  original  jurisdiction,  each  within  his  consular  ciicnm- 
scription,  in  civil  cases  involving  a  question  of  damages  whicb  ariw 
between  two  or  more  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  in  all  cases  of 
crime  committed  by  a  citizen. of  the  United  Stages.  In  civil  matters  if 
the  damage  demanded  exceed  five  hundred  dollars  then,  of  necessity, 
and  in  other  cases,  if  the  consul  see  fit,  the  consul  is  to  summon  to  his 
aid  not  less  than  two  nor  more  than  three  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
as  assessors,  who  shall  with  him  hear  the  case. 

If  the  associates  concur  in  opinion  with  the  consul,  his  decision  is 
final ;  but  if  they  difier  with  him,  their  opinions  are  to  be  noted  on  the 
record,  and  either  party  may  appeal  to  the  commissioner.  In  dyfl 
cases,  and  in  all  criminal  cases  except  capital  offenses,  the  commis- 
sioner's authority  is  appellate.  In  capital  cases  there  is  no  appeal,  bat 
the  conviction  is  invalid  unless  approved  by  the  commisioner,  who,  if 
he  approve  it,  is  either  to  issue  a  warrant  of  execution,  or,  in  his  dis- 
cretion, submit  the  case  to  the  President  for  pardon. 

7  Op.,  495,  Cashing,  1855. 

In  all  criminal  cases,  except  capital  and  certain  minor  offenses,  the 
consul  must  summon  one  or  more  citizens  of  the  United  States,  not  ex- 
ceeding four,  to  sit  with  him.  If  they  concur,  the  decision  is  final;  if 
they  differ,  the  case,  with  the  record  and  all  the  evidence,  is  referred  to 
the  commissioner,  who  may  either  determine  it,  or,  if  he  choose,  remit 
the  case  with  instructions  to  the  consul  for  further  proceedings. 
Ibid. 

In  certain  minor  cases  the  consul  may  sit  alone;  in  capital  cases  be 
must  always  proceed  with  four  associates.    But  in  a  civil  controrefi^ 
between  a  Chinese  and  an  American,  the  authorities  of  the  two  Got- 
emments  are  to  have  concerted  action. 
Ibid. 

Controversies  occurring  in  China  between  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  subjects  of  any  other  (Christian)  Government,  are  to  be  reg- 
ulated by  the  treaties  existing  between  the  United  States  and  such  Gov- 
ernments, respectively. 

Ibid. 

In  the  exercise  of  their  jurisdiction  the  consul  and  his  associates,  aod 
the  commissioner,  are  to  be  guided  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
the  common  law,  and  such  supplemejntal  decrees  and  regulations  as  the 
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commissioner  may  from  time  to  time  make.  The  commissioner,  in  this 
Bense,  is  the  person  vested  with  the  powers  of  chief  diplomatic  func- 
tionary of  the  United  States. 

Ibid, 

In  civil  cases,  not  involving  a  question  of  damages,  the  safer  course 
would  be  to  adhere,  so  far  as  may  be,  to  the  spirit  of  the  law,  which 
makes  the  commissioner  the  appellate  supervisor  of  the  judicial  acts  of 
the  consuls. 

Ibid. 

In  the  Levant  the  general  system  is  (1)  Turkish  tribunals  for  ques- 
tions between  subjects  of  the  Porte  and  foreign  Christians ;  (2)  consular 
courts  for  the  business  of  each  nation  of  foreign  Christians ;  (3)  trial  of 
questions  between  foreign  Christians  of  different  nations  in  the  con- 
sular.court  of  the  defendant's  nation;  (4)  mixed  tribunals  of  Turkish 
magistrates  and  foreign  Christians  substituted  by  common  consent  in 
part  for  cases  between  Turks  and  foreign  Christians ;  (5)  finally,  for 
causes  between  foreign  Christians,  the  substitution  also,  of  mixed  tri- 
bunals in  place  of  the  separate  consular  courts.  To  all  these  extrater- 
ritorial privileges  Americans  are  entitled. 

7  Op.,  565,  Cuahing,  1855. 

The  judicial  authority  of  the  United  States  commissioner  to  China  is 
restricted  to  the  five  ports  mentioned  in  the  treaty  with  that  nation. 

9  Op.,  294,  Black,  1859. 

Under  the  act  of  August  11,  1848,  the  United  States  consuls  in  Tur- 
key have  judicial  powers  only  in  criminal  cases. 

9  Op.,  296,  Black,  1859. 

The  salary  of  a  person  appointed  marshal  of  the  United  States  con- 
sular court  at  Shanghai  begins  from  the  time  of  his  entering  upon  such 
duties  as  are  preliminary  to  his  departure  for  the  field  of  .his  services 
after  taking  the  oath  of  office  and  giving  the  bond  prescribed  by  law. 

10  Op., 250,  Bates,  1862. 

A  United  States  consular  court  in  Japan  cannot,  in  a  suit  against  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  by  a  Dutch  subject,  allow  a  claim  of  set-oft 
beyond  the  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  demand.  Nor  can  such  a  court  in 
Japan  render  a  judgment  against  a  person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States. 

11  Op.,  474,  Speed,  1866. 

The  consular  courts  of  the  United  States  at  Honolulu  have  the  ex- 
clusive right  of  determining  disputes  occurring  among  the  crew  of  a 
vessel  of  the  United  States,  under  the  '*  favored-nation'^  clause  of  the 
treaty,  such  a  concession  having  been  made  to  France. 

11  Op.,  508,  Speed,  1866. 
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In  the  case  of  consular  courts  vested  with  criminal  jurisdiction,  a>  iu 
the  case  of  other  courts  having  similar  jurisdiction,  a  sentence  of  iiu 
prisonment  cannot  be  legally  executed  beyond  the  territorial  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  which  pronounces  it,  unless  by  legislative  authorit\. 
Hence,  in  the  absence  of  any  act  of  Congress,  convicts  of  the  conj^uiar 
courts  at  Smyrna  and  Constantinople,  if  sent  to  the  United  States  for 
imprisonment,  could  not  legally  be  held. 

14  Op.,  52*2,  Williams,  1875. 

In  the  United  St*ites  Consular  Regulations  (ed.  of  1881)  the  law  as  to 
consuls  is  thus  declared  :  ''  In  Mohammedan  and  semi- civilized  countries 
the  rights  of  extraterritoriality  have  been  largely  i>reserve4l,  and  have 
been  generally  confirmed  by  treaties  toconsularofficers.  To  a  degree  they 
enjoy  the  immunities  of  diplomatic  representatives,  besides  certain  pre- 
rogatives of  jurisdiction,  together  with  the  right  of  worship,  and,  to  some 
extent,  the  right  of  asvlum  "  (§  80).  These  immunities  extend  to  an  ex- 
emption from  both  the  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  country  to 
which  they  are  sent,  and  protect  their  household  and  the  effects  covered 
by  the  consular  residence.  Their  personal  property  is  exempt  from  tax- 
ation, though  it  may  be  otherwise  with  real  estate  or  movables  not 
connected  with  the  consulate.  Generally  they  are  exempt  from  all  per 
sonal  impositions  that  arise  from  the  character  of  a  subject  or  citizen  of 
the  country  (§  81).  ''The  consular  jurisdiction  in  these  countries  is 
both  civil  and  criminal,  and  has  in  most  cases  been  provided  for  by  the 
stipulations  of  treaties.  The  extent  of  its  exercise,  as  well  as  the  pen- 
alties and  punishments  to  be  enforced,  depend  generally  upon  the  laws 
of  his  own  country  to  the  exclusion  of  the  jurisdiction  of  all  local  tribu- 
nals.'' (See  Lawrence's  Wheaton,  73,  74,  notes.  The  question,  on  its 
criminal  side,  is  discussed  in  Wharton's  Criminal  Law,  8th  ed.,  §  273; 
and  see  Strupp,  in  re,  11  Blatch.,  124.) 

Such  jurisdiction,  however,  is  limited  to  barbarous  or  semi-civilized 
states.  (The  William  Harris,  Ware,  367.)  Nor,  in  England,  will  a  for- 
eign consul  be  regarded  as  entitled  as  such  to  administer  the  estate  of 
a  domiciled  subject  of  the  country  which  such  consul  re])reseQt8.  (And 
see  Schuyler's  Am.  Diplom.,  64,  jjf.) 

<' Consuls  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  crimes  and  offenses  com- 
mitted by  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  Borneo,  China,  Japan,  Mada- 
gascar, and  Siam.  In  Morocco,  Tripoli,  and  Tunis  the  consuls  are  em- 
powered to  assist  in  the  trials  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  accused 
of  murder  or  assault.  In  Persia  citizens  of  the  United  States  commit- 
ting offenses  are  to  be  tried  and  judged  in  the  same  manner  as  are  the 
subjects  of  the  most-favored  nations.  Americans  committing  offenses 
in  Turkey  should  be  tried  by  their  minister  or  consul,  and  are  to  be 
punished  according  to  their  offense,  following,  in  this  resx)ect,  the  usage 
observed  toward  other  Franks ;  but,  in  consequence  of  a  disagreement 
as  to  the  true  text  of  the  treaty,  consuls  in  the  Ottoman  dominions  are 
instructed  to  take  the  directions  of  the  minister  of  the  United  States  at 
Constantinople  in  all  cases  before  assuming  to  exercise  jurisdiction  over 
criminal  offenses."    (See  iw/ra,  §  165.) 

*^ln  China  and  Japan  the  judicial  authority  of  the  United  States  will 
be  considered  as  extending  over  all  persons  duly  shipped  and  enrolled 
upon  the  articles  of  any  merchant  vessel  of  the  United  States,  whatever 
be  the  nationality  of  such  person.    And  all  offenses  which  woald  be 
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justiciable  by  the  consular  courts  of  the  United  States,  where  the  per- 
sons so  offending  are  native  born  or  naturalized  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  employed  in  the  merchant  service  thereof,  are  equally  justiciable 
by  the  same  consular  courts  in  the  case  of  seamen  of  foreign  nationality. 

^'  Seamen  serving  on  board  public  vessels  of  the  United  States,  who 
have  committed  offenses  on  shore  in  Japan  and  China,  are  held  to  be 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  consul  of  the  country  under  whose  flag 
they  are  serving. 

"Jurisdiction  over  civil  disputes  is  conferred  by  treaties  with  Borneo, 
China,  Japan,  Ottoman  Porte,  Madagascar,  Siam,  Morocco^  Muscat, 
Ffersia,  Tripoli,  Tunis,  and  the  Samoan  Islands.  This  jurisdiction  is 
exclusive  in  disputes  between  citizens  of  the  United  States.  In  Persia 
suits  and  disputes  between  Persian  subjects  and  American  citizens  are 
to  be  heard  before  the  Persian  tribunal  where  the  consul  is  located,  and 
in  the  presence  of  an  employ^  of  the  consul.  In  Japan  it  extends  to 
claims  of  Japanese  against  Americans.  In  China,  Siam,  and  Samoa  the 
jurisdiction  is  joint  in  controversies  between  Americans  and  Chiitese,  Sia- 
mese, or  Samoans.  In  Madagascar  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  extends 
to  disputes  between  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  subjects  of  Mada- 
gascar. In  Turkey  there  can  be  no  hearing  in  a  dispute  between  Turks 
and  Americans  unless  the  dragoman  of  the  consulate  is  present." 

U.  8.  Cons.  Reg.,  1881,  J  98,/. 

Article  XXIX  of  the  same  regulations  (1881)  treat  of  consular  Jurisdiction  '*in 
Oriental,  non-Christian,  and  uncivilized  countries/'  as  follows :  Judicial 
powers;  mixed  courts;  what  laws  to  govern  proceedings;  forms  of  pro- 
ceedings ;  limitation  of  consular  jarisdiction  ;  appeals;  marshals^  Jails,  Sec, 
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